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Abstract  
This thesis is a study of a recent media discussion in Finland, concerning the phenomenon 
of racism, conducted in early 2013 across different media. The present study aims to 
analyze the different ways in which racism in its Finnish context is formulated, explained 
and rationalized in this media discussion. 
The study is based on a social constructionist view of the world, according to which the 
world is constructed in social interaction between people. Consequently, the study of 
public discussion is important. The theoretical and methodological foundation of the study 
is in discursive psychology and critical discourse analysis, and the most used theorists 
include Margaret Wetherell and Jonathan Potter, Norman Fairclough, and Michael Billig. 
The theoretical concept of ‘interpretative repertoire’, developed by Wetherell & Potter, is 
used in the study to stress that discourse depends on the social situation. The data consists 
of 24 letters to the editor, published in the major Finnish newspaper Helsingin Sanomat 
during 31st December 2012 – 31st January 2013, all contributing in some way to the 
discussion about racism in the Finnish context. The data is analyzed with a rhetorical 
discourse analysis, paying special attention to the argumentation in the texts. 
In the study, five interpretative repertoires are identified, which are manifested in the 
studied texts. These are the ‘naturalness repertoire’, ‘civilization repertoire’, ‘evilness 
repertoire’, ‘economy repertoire’ and ‘Finnishness repertoire’. Through these repertoires, 
racism is described in a multifaceted manner: on the one hand as something universal, but 
on the other hand as specifically Finnish; something that education can diminish and is 
harmful to the economic development; as something that everyone can be guilty of or as 
something that only a small group of people are to be blamed for. All repertoires draw on 
specific commonplaces of the Finnish societal context, like economic growth as 
imperative or Finnish culture as reserved.  
 
 
 
 
  
Resumé  
Dette speciale handler om en nylig mediediskussion om racisme i Finland fra starten af 
2013 på tværs af forskellige medier. Undersøgelsen analyserer de forskellige måder 
hvorpå racismen i en finsk kontekst bliver formuleret, forklaret og rationaliseret i denne 
mediediskussion.  
Undersøgelsen er baseret på social konstruktionisme, som antyder, at verden er 
konstrueret igennem sociale interaktioner mellem mennesker. Det er især vigtigt at 
undersøge den offentlig diskussionen herigennem. Det teoretiske og metodologiske 
grundlag af specialet består af diskursiv psykologi og kritisk diskursanalyse, og de mest 
brugte teoretikere er Margaret Wetherell og Jonathan Potter, Norman Fairclough og 
Michael Billig. Det teoretiske begreb ‘interpretativt repertoire', som blev udviklet af 
Wetherell & Potter, er brugt i denne undersøgelse for at understrege at diskurs afhænger af 
den sociale situation. Dataet består af 24 læserbreve, som var publiceret i den anerkendte 
finske avis Helsingin Sanomat mellem den 31.12.2012 og den 31.1.2013. Disse 
læserbreve bidrog til diskussionen omhandlende racisme i den finske kontekst. Dataet er 
analyseret med retorisk diskursanalyse, med særlig opmærksomhed på argumentation.  
I undersøgelsen er fem forskellige ’interpretative repertoirer’ identificeret i analysen: 
’naturlighed repertoiret’, ’civilisation repertoiret’, ’ondhed repertoiret’, ’økonomi 
repertoiret’ og ’finskhed repertoiret’. Gennem disse repertoires, kommer racismen til 
udtryk igennem mangeartede måder: på den ene side som noget universalt og på den 
anden side specifikt finsk; noget, som uddannelse kan reducere, er skadeligt for 
økonomisk vækst; noget, som alle kan være skyldig i eller noget, kun en begrænset gruppe 
bliver beskyldt for. Alle disse ’interpretative repertoirer’ trækker på forskellige 
’commonplaces’ i den finske samfundsmæssige kontekst, fx. økonomisk vækst eller den 
finske kultur omhandlende det at være reserveret.    
 
 
 
 
  
Tiivistelmä 
Tämän pro gradu –tutkielman tutkimuskohteena on suomalaisessa mediassa käyty 
mediakeskustelu rasismista alkuvuonna 2013. Tutkielma pyrkii analysoimaan eri keinoja, 
joilla rasismia ilmiönä suomalaisessa kontekstissaan selitetään, kuvaillaan ja 
rationalisoidaan kyseisessä mediakeskustelussa. 
Tutkimus perustuu sosiokonstruktionistiseen lähestymistapaan, jonka mukaan kuva 
maailmasta rakentuu ihmisten välisessä sosiaalisessa kanssakäymisessä. Tämä tukee 
mediakeskustelun tutkimuksen tärkeyttä. Tutkimuksen teoreettinen ja metodologinen 
pohja on diskursiivisessa psykologiassa ja kriittisessä diskurssianalyysissä, ja 
käytetyimpiin lähteisiin näissä osioissa kuuluvat Margaret Wetherell ja Jonathan Potter, 
Norman Fairclough sekä Michael Billig. Wetherellin ja Potterin kehittämä 
tulkintarepertuaarin käsite on tutkimuksessa keskeinen, ja se korostaa diskurssin 
sosiaalisesta tilanteesta riippuvuutta. Tutkimuksen aineisto koostuu 24 
mielipidekirjoituksesta, jotka julkaistiin Helsingin Sanomissa ajalla 31.12.2012-31.1.2013, 
ja joiden aiheena jollain tavalla on rasismi ilmiönä. Aineisto analysoidaan retorisen 
diskurssianalyysin keinoin, kiinnittäen erityistä huomiota mielipidetekstien 
argumentointiin.  
Analyysissä määrittyy viisi tulkintarepertuaaria, jotka rakentuvat aineiston teksteissä. 
Nämä tulkintarepertuaarit ovat luonnollisuusrepertuaari, sivilisaatiorepertuaari, 
pahuusrepertuaari, talousrepertuaari sekä suomalaisuusrepertuaari. Rasismi määrittyy 
monitahoisena ilmiönä näiden repertuaarien kautta: yleismaailmallisena mutta erityisen 
suomalaisena ilmiönä, koulutuksella vähennettävissä olevalla ja taloudellista kasvua 
estävänä ilmiönä, toisaalta asiana, johon kuka tahansa voi syyllistyä, toisaalta vain pienen 
ryhmän syynä. Tulkintarepertuaarit perustuvat erilaisiin suomalaisessa kontekstissa 
yleisinä totuuksina pidettyihin asioihin, kuten suomalaisuuteen varautuneisuuteen ja 
taloudellisen kasvun ihannointiin.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
On December 30th 2012, the largest and most prestigious newspaper in Finland, Helsingin 
Sanomat, published an article written by Umayya Abu-Hanna, a Finnish-Palestinian1 
author and journalist. In the article, titled A winning lottery ticket was left unredeemed2, 
Abu-Hanna writes about the racism she and her South African -born adopted daughter had 
faced in Finland, which was the reason for them moving to Amsterdam in 2010. In only 
two days, the article became the most read story on the newspaper’s website3 in 2012 and 
the hot topic in both traditional and social media (Pekonen 2012). In the following weeks, 
not only social media, but also newspapers were occupied with commenting on Abu-
Hanna’s article. The debate on racism in Finland was the biggest media sensation when 
the year changed. 
Although racism as a topic had not been much discussed in the Finnish public sphere 
before the racism discussion in early 2013 (Rastas 2005; Keskinen 2009), multiculturalism 
and immigration have been hot topics of the public discussion since 2008-2009, when the  
“immigration critical”4 opinions started getting their voices heard in the mass media. 
Discussing or debating racism has been largely seen as attached to these topics and studied 
as part of them, as I will introduce in chapter 4.2; for example, Anna Rastas and others 
have studied how racism, and especially denying racism, has appeared in these discussions 
(see for example Rastas 2009). The existing research from the field of “immigration 
criticism” and racism in the public discourse has revealed that the discussion about 
immigration and foreigners in media has become polarized and aggressive in the past 
years (Raittila 2009; Maasilta 2012; see chapter 4.2.1). Additionally, some studies show 
an increase in the experiences of everyday racism after the 2011 parliamentary elections, 
where the Finns party (a populist, nationalistic party “with xenophobic tendencies” (ECRI 
2013, 28)) gained wide popularity. The rise of the “immigration critical” voices in the 
                                                
1 ’Finnish-Palestinian’ is Abu-Hanna’s own description of herself; she was born in Israel and moved to 
2 ‘Lottovoitto jäi lunastamatta’. The title of the article refers to a well-known Finnish proverb: ”On 
lottovoitto syntyä Suomeen” – which can be translated to English as ”The one who is born in Finland wins 
the lottery”. See Appendix 1 for the English translation of the article. 
3 www.hs.fi 
4 ’maahanmuuttokriittisyys’, see chapter 4.2.2. For terms and concepts I have myself translated from 
Finnish, I will provide the original Finnish form in a footnote. 
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major media and politics is largely seen as connected to the rise of the Finns party (e.g. 
Keskinen 2009).  
Seen in its context of the recent rise of “immigration criticism” and the aggressive, even 
racist discourses in the major media, the racism discussion started by Abu-Hanna’s article 
provides an extraordinary point of study on how racism is perceived and explained in the 
Finnish public discussion. The existence of racism and the problem’s extent in the Finnish 
society is clearly a topic that divides opinions and is argued about a lot – this is proved by 
the heated discussion. The aim of this thesis is therefore to study how racism is formulated 
and understood as a phenomenon concerning the Finnish society through a discourse 
analytical approach to the media discussion on racism.   
The base of this study lies in social constructionism: reality is understood as linguistically 
and socially built through different discourses (Burr 2003, 6). As a social constructionist 
study, the importance of how racism is explained in the racism discussion is great; these 
formulations are reflective of how racism is understood, and simultaneously media texts 
build the ways in which racism will be understood (Burr 2003; for a discussion on social 
constructionism, see chapter 3). The present study is a discourse analytical study of the 
racism discussion, combining elements of discursive psychology and critical discourse 
analysis (see chapter 5) both in the theoretical and methodological foundation of the study.  
The racism discussion was conducted in a large range of different media types and genres, 
ranging from blogs of individual citizens to the editorials of traditional newspapers. The 
data of this study comes from one newspaper, namely Helsingin Sanomat, the most read 
daily paper in Finland (see 6.1). The studied texts are letters to the editor that were 
published in the said newspaper during the month after Abu-Hanna’s article was 
published. As a form of opinion genre of newspaper journalism, letters to the editor are 
simultaneously the voices of the general public (written by ‘ordinary people’), as well as 
the editorial staff of the newspaper (as the published letters are selected and edited by 
journalists) (Helsingin Sanomat 2013b), and therefore an interesting point of study.  
Racism is of course not a societal issue only in Finland, as is neither the change in the 
public discussion towards stricter discourses towards foreigners and immigration in the 
recent years and decades. This European phenomenon has been termed for example “the 
crisis of multiculturalism” (Madood 2005, as referenced in Maasilta 2012, 12); the stricter 
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demands towards the non-acceptance of ‘non-European’ cultures has in the recent times 
become apparent in the public discussion, but also in politics (Maasilta 2012, 13). This is 
seen in both the rise of new neo-nationalist parties, but also in the politics of the 
traditional, ruling major parties (ibid.). I see that in this atmosphere of diminished 
tolerance of ‘other’ nationalities and cultures, there is a great need for studies in the area 
of racism.  
1.1 Motivation 
An idea for research always comes from some sort of motivation, be it personal or 
academic. My motivation for this study is a mixture of both. I read the article by Abu-
Hanna on the day that it was published, and I can still remember that I could not push it 
out of my mind after I had finished reading it. I summarized and tried to explain it to my 
friends in Denmark and followed what my friends were saying about it on social media. I 
read what others wrote in newspapers and blogs and followed how it was commented on 
in television and on radio. In a matter of hours, a media discussion had started, and Abu-
Hanna’s article was what everybody seemed to be talking about. Even when the winter 
turned to spring, the discussion on racism was present in media discussion, even if not as 
busy as in the beginning. I immediately found this discussion fascinating and I quickly 
realized that there would be an abundance of aspects to study in this media discussion. 
Why do so many question Abu-Hanna’s experiences of racism? Why is it so difficult to 
acknowledge that racism may be a problem in our society? Can the current racism 
discussion be seen as constructive dialogue, or do the different parties only use the debate 
to bring out their own ideas of the truth instead of listening to the other parties as well? 
Considering how racism has for long been a silenced matter in the Finnish public 
discussion (Rastas 2005; Keskinen 2009) and there has been a change in the political 
atmosphere towards foreigners in the recent years (as described above in the introduction), 
I see the racism discussion as a fruitful point of analysis on how racism is treated in the 
public discussion. Since the discussion was engaged with what racism is and how it 
concerns the Finnish society, the analysis of this discussion could provide answers to 
some of the questions that had not yet been researched. 
* * * 
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After this introduction, I will define the research area and research question in detail in the 
following second chapter. The third chapter discusses social constructionism as the theory 
of science and epistemological stance for this study, whereas the fourth chapter offers a 
discussion on what racism is and how it and related fields have been so far studied in the 
Finnish context. The theoretical and methodological framework of this study – discourse 
analysis in the form of discursive psychology and critical discourse analysis – is discussed 
in detail in chapter five. 
The rest of the thesis is closely engaged with the empirical part of the study, starting with 
an introduction to the data and a detailed description of how the study was conducted in 
chapter six. This chapter also includes a reflection of the validity of the research. Chapter 
seven presents the actual analysis, and is followed by a discussion on the findings (chapter 
eight). Chapter eight also presents the concluding remarks, including perspectives for 
future studies. 
  
2 RESEARCH AREA 
In the above introduction I have started outlining the overall research topic as well as the 
case of study. In the following chapter I will define the exact aims and objectives of this 
study, as well as the delimitations of this research.  
2.1 Research Area and Cardinal and Research Questions 
As outlined above, the case for this study is the vibrant media discussion about racism in 
Finland, started by Abu-Hanna’s article at the end of 2012. Instead of conducting a 
research about the media discussion across different media – television, radio, social 
media sites such as blogs, discussion forums and online communities – this study is 
concentrated on the media discussion in the main newspaper of Finland, Helsingin 
Sanomat. As the biggest and most prestigious newspaper in Finland, Helsingin Sanomat 
has a wide readership both in its print and online versions (see section 6.1 on the choice of 
the newspaper). Furthermore, this research is restricted to the letters to the editor 
published in Helsingin Sanomat, as analyzing texts from this section of the paper means 
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studying material that has on the one hand been published in a national newspaper, and on 
the other hand has been written by ‘ordinary’ people instead of professional journalists. 
Reading through the data material immediately reveals that the discussion on racism is 
heated and personal. Many different opinions and viewpoints are brought forward into the 
debate, and writers contribute to the discussion in different ways and base their own texts 
on different kinds of readings of Abu-Hanna’s and others’ texts. It is easy to note that 
discussing racism in this media debate is problematic; the topic is so heated that it 
becomes difficult to even mention ‘racism’. Yet, as I will later point out, it is important to 
be able to negotiate such social problems as ‘racism’ in the public discussion.  
As a social constructionist theoretical stance, discourse analysis functions through a close 
textual analysis paired with careful attention to the text’s societal context, in order to 
acquire a view into societal issues (see 5. Discourse Analysis). How racism is discussed is 
not arbitrary, but an analysis can tell a great deal on how racism is and potentially will be 
understood in the social interaction in the Finnish context. Therefore, to formulate the 
question I aim to answer with this study on its societal level, the cardinal question is: 
How is racism understood as a phenomenon concerning the Finnish society? 
The relevance of this study can be illuminated with the help of the concept of ‘public 
sphere’. Media can be viewed as a space, a public sphere, which can be defined in the 
following ways: 
 “A zone of connection between social systems and the ‘lifeworld’, the domain of 
everyday living, in which people can deliberate on matters of social and political 
concern as citizens, and in principle influence policy decisions” (Fairclough 
2003, 44).  
“The public sphere is a concept which in the context of today’s society points to 
the issues of how and to what extent the mass media, especially in their 
journalistic role, can help citizen learn about the world, debate their responses to 
it and reach informed decisions about what courses of action to adopt” (Dahlgren 
1991, 1).  
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The concept of public sphere as developed by Jürgen Habermas5 is, according to Dahlgren 
(1991, 1) groundbreaking. In its common sense, general meaning, the concept of public 
sphere can be understood as “a synonym for the processes of public opinion or for the 
news media themselves” (Dahlgren 1991, 2). 
 ‘Media as a form of public sphere’ refers to media functioning as a space where the 
public can enter dialogue and therefore make informed decisions based on the public 
debate (Dahlgren 1991). It is therefore an important part of the democratic society. This 
can easily be understood for example by thinking of how citizens receive information on 
political candidates before general elections through media (television debates, news, 
advertisements, etc.) and use the information to decide who to vote in the elections. Same 
applies also on decisions that are not as clearly tied to citizenship: we also form our ideas, 
attitudes and ideologies regarding many things, for example minority groups, especially 
those that we have little or no interaction with, much through the information we receive 
through media. The shared opinion, ‘public opinion’, also naturally emerges as a part of 
the interaction in the public sphere.  
The notion of public sphere, then, clarifies the relevance of this study. The studied texts in 
their part form the public sphere (together with other media) and studying the racism 
discussion in these texts has – to a certain degree – a generalizable relevance (see 8.1 
Discussion). However, it must be noted that this study is limited to a very limited section 
of the public sphere and public opinion development, namely one section of one Finnish 
newspaper. 
The research question, the answering of which will allow me to discuss the answers to the 
above presented cardinal question as well, is: 
How is the phenomenon of racism formulated, explained and rationalized in the racism 
discussion following the article by Umayya Abu-Hanna in December 2012? 
                                                
5 Habermas mostly developed the concept of public sphere in his work The Structural Transformation of the 
Public Sphere (published in 1962 in German and in an English translation in 1989) (Lunt & Livingstone 
2013, 88).  
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The research question aims to cover the study of different ‘meanings’ or ‘statuses’ that are 
given to racism in the racism discussion; in other words, as what kind of an issue is racism 
understood, i.e. as ‘a big problem that should be fought against’, or as ‘a made-up issue 
that is exaggerated’, for example. It also entails analyzing the different ways in which 
racism is excused and legitimized.  
I aim to answer this research question by means of a rhetorical discourse analysis (derived 
from Billig 1987, 1991; Potter 1996; Jokinen 1999). In other words, the object of study is 
largely in argumentation and how different discourses are argued for and against, how 
different accounts6 are built. The rhetorical means are used as an analytical tool that allow 
for the analysis of the different ways of formulating racism. A major aspect of the theory 
on discursive psychology deals with argumentation and the study of how one’s opinions 
are legitimized, made acceptable and in some cases, become accepted as the truth. 
Therefore the object of this study is how different ‘truths’ and opinions are legitimized 
and built in the racism discussion. From the field of critical discourse analysis I however 
draw a close attention to the ideological consequences of discourses, which is seen in the 
engagement with a discussion on the potential ideological effects of these different 
claimed truths. 
This study does not only aim to contribute to the research field concerning racism and 
immigration in the Finnish media, but also to the tradition of studying racism within the 
field of discourse analysis. Racism has been vastly studied within both critical discourse 
analysis (for example, in numerous works by Teun A. van Dijk and Ruth Wodak) and 
discursive psychology (e.g. Wetherell & Potter 1992). In this thesis I aim to draw from the 
existing research knowledge in the field and consequently bring new analysis into this 
research field.  
2.2 Delimitations 
In order to understand the framework of this thesis, it is vital to point out what I do not 
aim to do in this study. Firstly, it must be stressed that I am first and foremost interested in 
                                                
6 ’Account’ is used in two different meanings in this study; here, in its more general level, almost as a 
synonym to a passage or extract (see chapter 5.5 for the other meaning) (cf. Potter & Wetherell 1987, 74-
94). 
  
8 
how racism is discussed in the Finnish media and how the existence of racism is debated. 
It is therefore not my intention or aim to study how much racism there is in Finland in 
reality or in what kind of forms racism exists. This, in fact, cannot be done with the data 
and methodology I will use.  
Secondly, it must be noted that this is not a study on how racist or non-racist the Finnish 
media is, i.e. a study on racist representations or racist talk in the media. Therefore I am 
not interested in the racist, stereotypical or discriminating discourses that are possibly 
present in the data in order to study what kind of racist representations may be present in 
the media discussion. I am only interested in these discourses as related to my research 
question – how racism is formulated – and not as data to study how racism is present in 
media. Research in this area already exists (for example by Pentti Raittila) as introduced 
later in chapter 4.2. How members of different minorities (or other victims of racism) are 
represented in media, and what kind of racist talk exists in media are interesting topics of 
study, yet not the topic of this research.  
Due to the restricted scope of a master level thesis, this study can only concentrate on a 
limited section of a country’s public discussion, namely one newspaper’s letters to the 
editor section. This study can therefore not provide a complete overview of the Finnish 
public sphere, as a wider study would be necessary for this – for example, I am not 
including the Finnish Swedish-speaking media in my study at all. However, as will be 
discussed in chapter 6.1, the particular newspaper I study has a great influence in the 
Finnish public discussion, and therefore is a relevant point of study for such a research. I 
will describe and argue for how the data for analysis is chosen in chapter 6.2.  
Furthermore, the analysis of this thesis only covers written text, and for example images 
are left outside of the scope. When I refer to the analysis of texts in this study, I therefore 
use a narrower concept of ‘text’ than discourse analysis usually does. I use the word ‘text’ 
much in its everyday usage (such as ‘newspaper article’ as text), as opposed to for 
example Norman Fairclough’s use of the term to refer to e.g. a television program as text 
(including not only the linguistic elements, but also music, images, etc.) (cf. Fairclough 
2003, 3; Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999, 45-46). 
It can be seen slightly problematic that the material I analyze is entirely in Finnish, even 
though the analysis itself is written in English. This is emphasized e.g. by Fairclough 
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(1995, 190-191), who presents that discourse analysis should always happen in the 
language of the analyzed text. Words do not have the ‘exact’ same meanings in different 
languages. This is why I have had to include a lot of explanations in footnotes (see for 
example Appendix 1). Throughout the analysis (and the whole thesis writing) I have 
aimed at being very aware of the existing differences between Finnish and English and to 
give the reader as many explanations as I have deemed necessary, especially in relation to 
the direct quotes I have translated. I also argue that the obstacles of analyzing text in 
different language are greater in a detailed linguistic analysis (such as Fairclough’s) than 
in a rhetorical analysis.  
 
3 SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONISM 
As presented in 1. Introduction, this study is based on a social constructionist view. In 
order to understand the research’s aims and positioning, it is imperative to introduce social 
constructionism as the epistemological stance of this study already at this point. 
In her book about social constructionism, Vivien Burr (2003) describes the theoretical 
stance to have many definitions, but that certain aspects usually characterize it. Firstly, 
“[s]ocial constructionism insists that we take a critical stance toward our taken-for-granted 
ways of understanding the world, including ourselves” (Burr 2003, 2-3). This means that 
we critically examine such things that present themselves as facts and common sense to us 
in our everyday life in order to re-examine if these things are in fact ‘natural facts’ that we 
have seen them as, or if we should view them as social constructions. Secondly, social 
constructionism takes historical and cultural specificity of understanding the world into 
account (Burr 2003, 3-4). What we understand ’homosexuality’ to mean is very different 
in Northern Europe in 2013 than in the 1960s, when it was considered either criminal or a 
disease (or both). Cultural specificity is equally important: piercings, for example, can be 
seen as representing different values and carry different meanings for a member of a punk 
rock subculture and a Hindu with a nostril piercing. Therefore the context of the texts that 
are studied in this thesis is important and must be taken into account; in fact, this can be 
clearly seen in the analysis (chapter 7) as a stress on the societal context of the texts as an 
important aspect of the analysis. 
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Thirdly, social constructionism sees that human beings construct the world between each 
other, in daily interactions. Burr (2003, 4-5) writes that “what we regard as truth, which of 
course varies historically and cross-culturally, may be thought of as our current accepted 
ways of understanding the world. These are a product not of objective observation of the 
world, but of the social processes and interaction in which people are constantly engaged 
with each other.” The analyzed texts are not taken to present some kinds of essential 
truths, but instead they are analyzed to see what kinds of rhetorical means are used to 
make certain presentations seem like the truth. The fourth characteristic of social 
constructionism is that social constructs and social actions interact and develop hand in 
hand – neither develops in a void, but both affect and are affected by the other. The forms 
of social constructionism vary between moderate and extreme; Fairclough (2003, 8-9) 
points out that his version of critical discourse analysis subscribes only to “the moderate 
version of the claim that the social world is textually constructed” – we do not blindly 
believe and get directly affected by everything we read or hear, and how the reality is 
constructed in social interaction largely depends on multiple contextual factors. My stance 
can be understood as that of Fairclough’s. 
Put simply, it can be stated that social constructionism sees the world as being constructed 
in everyday social processes. As an anti-essentialist theoretical stance, social-
constructionism refuses the idea of a reality that is the same for all, built naturally as 
opposed to being built by and in social encounters. For this thesis, this means that I am not 
interested in some kind of an objective truth of how much racism there is in Finland (aside 
from pointing out in chapter 4.2 that racism is a current problem in Finland and therefore a 
topical research area) or what kind of conceptions or descriptions of racism are ‘right’ (cf. 
Burr 2003, 162). In the social constructionist tradition I am instead interested in the 
different ways of how racism is articulated in the public discussion as important in 
themselves, i.e. not in order to define who defines and describes racism in a good or bad 
manner.  
On the other hand, through social constructionism I must also question my own point of 
departure for this study – the premise that racism is a problem in the contemporary Finnish 
society, that discussing it is problematic and that the difficulty of discussing racism is in 
turn also a societal problem. I must acknowledge, therefore, that my anti-racist stance is a 
product of social constructionism and the idea that racism is something negative that 
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should be fought against is the current view of myself, as well as of many others. In many 
other times and places this would not be seen so. What comes to the existence of racism in 
Finland, I have aimed to provide research evidence in chapter 4.2 to explain my 
understanding of the current situation.  
Here it is important to introduce one term from the field of social constructionism: 
reflexivity. Like Burr (2003, 156-158) states, the term can be taken to carry many different 
meanings within social constructionism. What is important to mention here is that I, as the 
researcher, must bear in mind that firstly, when I study the discourses of the racism 
discussion in Finland, I in my part participate in that social construction with my study. 
Secondly, my own opinions and ideas of the studied topic do not matter. However, my 
existing knowledge and opinions of course guide my analysis and reading, and I cannot 
deny the fact that they have an influence on this study – for example as my viewpoint as 
described above. With reflexivity, however, I try to remain aware of my own opinions and 
how they may guide my analysis (see chapter 6.4 for a reflection on validity).    
 
4 RACISM AND THE EXISTING RESEARCH 
In this chapter, I will discuss the different definitions of racism, as well as how the 
phenomenon is to be understood in the Finnish context. I will also present what research 
exists in the field. 
4.1 Defining Racism  
Both in everyday speech and the research world, racism is a complex concept to define. 
According to Broberg (1989, 317, as quoted in in Liebkind 1994, 39; my translation), 
“racism consists of a series of imagined realities, according to which a certain group of 
people is morally, intellectually and culturally superior to another group, and according to 
which these superior characteristics are inherited from generation to generation”. Liebkind 
(1994, 41-42) further discusses how racism and the concept of ‘race’ are connected to 
each other. She points out that the concept of race is purely a social product – “’race’ is 
believed to be a biological type or class, when in reality, not a single biological criterion 
exists for this kind of classification” (Liebkind 1994, 41, my translation – see also chapter 
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3 and Wodak & Reisigl 2001, 373-378). Horsti (2005, 195-196) points out that for 
example in the current immigration discourse, an often-used claim is that cultures are 
different (although not necessarily inferior in relation to other) and different cultures 
cannot live together. Termed ‘neo-racism’ or ‘cultural racism’, this form of racism is not 
based on biological differences, but on viewing cultures as static and stereotypical – a 
statement which is then used to “emphasize how it is natural to keep cultures apart from 
each other” (Joronen & Salonen, 2006, 16, my translation). However, it must be 
mentioned that Horsti (2005, 195) also points out that scholars disagree whether racism 
should or can be divided into different categories, or if racism just changes form over 
time. Some researchers view neo- or cultural racism as the newer form of racism, whereas 
biological racism is seen as the older form. 
Aside from dividing racism into biologically and culturally based racism, many 
researchers separate institutional racism and everyday racism as different forms. With the 
term institutional racism it is possible to “study racism that is brought on by, based on or 
included in legislature and different institutions’ actions” (Puuronen 2011, 60, my 
translation). For example, laws that guide health care systems or the police might put 
people of certain ethnic, cultural or racial groups into unequal situations (ibid., 59). 
Institutional racism can often result in a deteriorated situation for a certain group of 
people, for example if their chances of employment are weaker than for the majority of the 
population. In turn, this might result in the majority population viewing this minority 
group in negative light, as ‘lazy people who only live off employment benefits’, and 
contribute towards racist attitudes and actions towards the group. Everyday racism, on the 
other hand, is closely connected to prejudices, and includes such phenomena as racist 
jokes; calling names; hurtful gestures, expressions and gaze; avoidance; discrimination 
and exclusion; and physical attack and violence (ibid., 60-61).  
“Researchers of racism usually examine racism as such a multifaceted phenomenon that 
depicting it in simple definitions is difficult, both to researchers and the journalists citing 
them” (Rastas 2009, 49, my translation). Rastas, who has written her dissertation on how 
children and young people handle experiences of everyday racism and studied racism in 
the Finnish context extensively (see Rastas 2007a), continues by pointing out that even 
within academic research the concept bears many definitions, particularly depending on 
the academic field in which a study is conducted. In psychology, researchers might be 
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more interested in the impacts that racist actions have on an individual, whereas 
researchers in sociology often study racism as an institutional phenomenon (Rastas 2009, 
49-50).  
Rastas (2009, 50-52) continues by discussing how actions and speech are often only seen 
as racist if the speaker/actor can be proven to have had racist intentions or motifs for them. 
She criticizes this approach and suggests that a better way of defining racist actions and 
speech would be to consider their impacts. It is common to deny the racism in one’s own 
speech or actions, and like Rastas refers to Teun van Dijk, it is usually not common to 
admit one’s racist motifs, especially when it might be against the law and subject to 
punishment (Rastas 2009, 52). Therefore it can be seen as a very problematic approach to 
racism to only consider racism to cover those actions that have been aimed to be racist – 
who is it that is supposed to evaluate that?  
The Finnish League for Human Rights has published reports about racism and ethnic 
discrimination in Finland, the most recent one reporting about the situation in 2005. In this 
report, Mikko Joronen and Annamari Salonen point out that the word ‘racism’ is so strong 
that its use is on the one hand avoided; but on the other, it can be used in situations where 
it should not be used, for example when referring to discrimination (in Finnish, 
discrimination based on age is often referred to as ‘age racism’7 instead of age 
discrimination) (2006, 15). An important aspect of what is to be labeled as racism is 
racializing. Racism does not need to be based on biology or ‘race’ (classical form of 
racism), but as in the case of neo-racism, it can also be based on a cultural difference, 
religion, language, or some other factor. However, both in classical and cultural racism, 
the object of racism is racialized. The object is seen as “a natural group, unchangeable by 
its origin, and position and by birth, different” (Puuronen 2011, 55, my translation). The 
concept of racializing has been largely developed by Robert Miles (Puuronen 2011). 
According to Miles, it is a representative process that leads to some characteristics of a 
human being to become societally significant (ibid., 20). These features can be biological, 
but they need not be.  
                                                
7 ‘ikärasismi’ 
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The report by the Finnish League for Human Rights, like the earlier reports, considers 
racism in three different forms: racism as an ideology, racism as action and racism as 
circumstance (Joronen & Salonen 2006, 15).  The first mentioned, racism as an ideology, 
refers to what was already discussed as the classic definition of racism as certain groups 
considering themselves as superior to other groups, as well as cultural racism. Racism as 
action, on the other hand, refers to what Rastas describes as problematic; “action, the 
willful aim or consequence of which is the denial of human rights of a person or a group 
of people, or them becoming in danger due to real or imagined ethnic or racial 
characteristics” (Joronen & Salonen 2006, 16; my translation). The authors further divide 
this action into two main categories – biological based racism as typically oppressing, and 
cultural racism as typically excluding. The third form of racism, racism as circumstance, 
mainly refers to institutional racism (as discussed above) – certain groups of people may 
be left outside of societal advantages without there being a racist motif for it.  
In addition to defining racism, the term ‘ethnic discrimination’ must also be mentioned 
here. “Direct discrimination means treating a person or a group of people unequally 
because they are members of a certain group” (Joronen & Salonen 2006, 17, my 
translation). As an example of direct ethnic discrimination Joronen and Salonen (2006, 17) 
mention the case of not hiring a person for a job because of their ethnic background. 
Joronen and Salonen (2006, 18) also give an example of indirect ethnic discrimination – 
demanding perfect fluency of Finnish from an immigrant job seeker for a job that does not 
demand fluency in Finnish.  
As we can conclude from this introduction to the many definitions of racism, the term is 
extremely ambiguous. Discourse analysis, as well as other areas of research, continually 
struggles with the concept of racism, as it is complicated to define (Wodak & Reisigl 
2001, 389). Interestingly, as Billig argues (see section 5.6.1), common sense is by nature 
dilemmatic and controversial, which is the premise for debate. For the purposes of this 
study, it is important to especially understand and bear in mind this ambiguous nature of 
the term ‘racism’ and how differently the term can be used and understood.  
4.2 Racism and the Racism Discussion in Finland 
“For a long time, racism was a rather untold topic in the Finnish society. […] It seems that 
it was common to think that since there are only few immigrants and no large ethnic 
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minorities in Finland, there is therefore no racism [in Finland] either”, writes Rastas 
(2005, 69, my translation). She continues by pointing out that it is important to be able to 
define racism and speak about it in Finland, since otherwise it cannot be fought. 
Furthermore, societal changes in Finland and participation in international relations 
demand the topic to be brought into public discussion. 
Rastas (2005, 70) writes that even though a comparative approach to studying racism in 
different countries might be fruitful in some ways, it must be borne in mind that racism is 
always bound to time, place and situation. That is why it is not the most beneficial 
approach to discuss racism as a phenomenon in Finland as compared to the apartheid in 
South Africa, for example. This time and place linkage of racism is also the reason why in 
the previous section I have concentrated on academic definitions of racism in the Finnish 
context. However, it must be noted that the many different definitions of racism in the 
Finnish context also spring from foreign literature and racism research, which, according 
to Rastas (2005, 70), is one of the reasons why certain amounts of comparison of Finnish 
racism and racism in other contexts is in place. 
“It is justifiable to study racism in the Finnish society as a phenomenon, which has a link 
to the immigration that has been growing since the 1990s”, writes Rastas (2005, 71, my 
translation). However, she continues by stating that this view can also make people see 
racism as a consequence of immigration and multiculturalism, which is something Rastas 
wants to challenge. Puuronen (2011, 217) offers another viewpoint for the reasons for 
racism in Finland. He writes that racism existed in Finland already before the increased 
immigration in the 1990s, for example as poor treatment of the Sami and Romani 
minorities and hatred against Russians. “Immigrants, who are currently the objects of 
racism, cannot have caused the racism that was present in Finland before their arrival,” 
writes Puuronen (2011, 217, my translation). Furthermore Puuronen points out that 
blaming the immigrants for racism is based on the presumption that there is something 
wrong with them, i.e. as if they were rightfully treated as inferior.  
The change from a traditionally homogenous country to a multicultural country has been 
quicker for Finland than for many other countries, ones that have a stronger history as 
ethnically more heterogeneous. Figures 1 and 2 depict the change in the population 
structure in 1990, 2000 and 2012 by dividing the population structure of each year into 
two charts. Figure 1 depicts the amount of people living in Finland during the respective 
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years and those who were born outside of Finland that year, both in absolute numbers and 
percentage. 
 
Figure 1 - Born in Finland and born abroad in 1990, 2000 and 2012 (Statistics Finland 2013) 
Figure 2 shows the different geographical areas where those born outside of Europe were 
born. The categorization of birthplaces into different geographical areas in figure 2 is 
important in the sense that there are clear ethnic hierarchies in Finland. Finnish people are 
most positive about Ingrian Finns8 and Swedes as immigrants, and most negative towards 
Russian and Somali immigrants (Joronen & Salonen 2006, 23). Figure 2 shows that 
although through 1990 to 2012 the biggest group of people born outside of Finland was 
                                                
8 ’Ingrian Finns’, in Finnish ‘Inkerinsuomalaiset’, refers to a group of people living in Ingria (part of 
Russia). These people have emigrated to Ingria from Finland already some hundreds of years ago. In the 
statistics, Ingrian Finns are included in the ‘Russia and the former Soviet Union’ column. 
1990 2000 2012 
Born abroad 64 922 136 203 285 471 
Born in Finland 4 933 556 5 044 912 5 141 203 
Percentage 1,32 % 2,70 % 5,55 % 
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born in Europe, the relative rise in the number of people born in Europe (235 % rise from 
1990 to 2012) was not as high as for some other groups. Namely, the biggest rise was 
within people who were born in Africa (1231 %), followed by people born in Asia (953 
%), Russia and the former Soviet Union (545 %) and Latin and Central America (505 %). 
In comparison to these groups, the number of those born in Europe, North America and 
Oceania rose very moderately between 1990 and 2012. 
 
Figure 2 - Country of birth for those born abroad in 1990, 2000 and 2012 including change percentage 
from 1990 to 2000 (by 1% accuracy) (Statistics Finland 2013) 
Europe 
Russia 
and the 
former 
Soviet 
Union 
Africa 
Latin 
and 
Central 
America 
North 
America Asia Oceania Unknown 
1990 35 917 9 661 1 946 916 3 303 5 555 467 7 157 
2000 60 928 35 485 9 521 2 076 4 084 18 600 754 4 755 
2012 120 337 62 359 25 895 5 538 5 898 58 499 1 217 5 728 
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It must be borne in mind, however, that these figures only give a partial presentation of the 
truth. Statistics Finland or any other organization in Finland does not publish statistics 
depicting the number of immigrants in Finland, and therefore it is necessary to use other 
categorizations. By dividing the population by birthplace means that for example a person 
with Finnish citizenship, whose both parents are Finnish but were abroad when the child 
was born, is categorized in the ‘born outside of Finland’ category. On the other hand, the 
chart does not depict the number of the so-called second-generation immigrants (whose 
parents are immigrants but who have self been born in Finland), as they are of course 
included in the ‘born in Finland’ category. However, using any variables to depict the 
number of ‘foreigners’ or ‘immigrants’ in a country are flawed – by dividing the 
population by citizenship excludes all immigrants who have acquired Finnish citizenship, 
by using one’s native language as a category is equally problematic as languages do not 
directly correspond with specific areas. The presented figures do, in any case, give the 
reader an idea of the relatively rapid increase of immigration to Finland.  
Although the rise in the number of immigrants has been relatively quick in Finland in the 
past 20 years, compared to many other countries, the number of immigrants is still 
reasonably low in Finland. For example, on 1st January 2012, 10,4% of the Danish 
population were immigrants or their offspring (immigrant in this case means one who was 
born abroad and whose neither parent is Danish citizen; immigrants’ offspring means a 
person who was born in Denmark, but whose neither parent was both a citizen of 
Denmark and born in Denmark) (Danmarks Statistik 2012, 7; 12). In Finland, on 31st 
December 2012 the number of foreign or Finnish citizens, whose mother tongue was other 
than Finnish, Swedish or Sami, counted to about 4,9%9 (Ministry of the Interior 201-, 5). 
This comparison to another Nordic country reveals that Finland remains to be a relatively 
homogenous country. However, it should be noted that even though Finland has often 
been seen as an exceptionally homogenously Finnish country with only very few people 
with a foreign background, multiculturalism was in reality not a totally new phenomenon 
                                                
9 These Finnish and Danish statistics are not directly comparable, as Danmarks statistik provides more 
accurate statistics than the Finnish authorities. Therefore I have unfortunately had to use less depicting 
statistics of Finland’s situation. The statistic of the Finnish situation can be assumed to give an idea of the 
number of immigrants and offspring of immigrants. However, immigrants from Sweden are presumably not 
included in the 4,9%, as their mother tongue would be Swedish. The 4,9% neither includes all offspring of 
immigrants, as their mother tongue may well be Finnish or Swedish.   
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arriving with refugees and other immigrants in the recent decades. Liebkind (2000, 171) 
points out that in 1922, there were 33 500 refugees in Finland from Russia, East Karelia 
and Ingria10, making up one per cent of the population. In 1998, as a comparison, there 
were only 16 000 refugees (0,3% the population at the time) (Liebkind 2000, 171). 
Finland has also been the home to some ethnic and religious minority groups for a longer 
time than from the 1990s – the Sami people, Romani people, Russian minorities, Tatars 
(who arrived in Finland in the 19th century) and Jews form historically remarkable, if not 
particularly sizeable, minorities (Joronen & Salonen 2006, 18-20). Therefore, although 
from the 1990s onwards the Finnish society has become distinctly more multicultural, it is 
incorrect to think that before the 1990s Finland had no ethnic minorities, refugees or other 
immigrants. 
4.2.1 Public Discussion and Immigration 
Racist speech and actions are condemnable as applicable to the Finnish Criminal Code, 
and certain sections of the Criminal Code define that the freedom of speech is not absolute 
in Finland. Section 10 in chapter 11 states that ethnic agitation, defined as follows, is a 
crime: “A person who spreads statements or other information among the public where a 
certain national, ethnic, racial or religious group or a comparable population group is 
threatened, defamed or insulted shall be sentenced for ethnic agitation to a fine or 
imprisonment for at most two years” (Ministry of Justice 2009, emphasis in the original). 
In 2011, section 10a concerning “extreme ethnic agitation” was added to the law. The new 
section states that a person condemned for extreme ethnic agitation – a more serious crime 
than ethnic agitation – must be sentenced to imprisonment for at least four months and at 
most four years (Ministry of Justice 2011). Furthermore, section 10 under chapter 17 on 
“Breach of the sanctity of religion” makes it condemnable to e.g. publicly blaspheme 
against God (Ministry of Justice 2009). These sections of the Criminal Code define that 
the public discussion on immigration and racism has legal boundaries.  
There is research evidence suggesting that the public discussion surrounding immigration 
and racism has become more strict and negative in the past years (see 4.2.2). This is seen 
as linked to the entering of the “immigration critical” voices in the public sphere at the end 
                                                
10 ’Itä-Karjala’, ’Inkerinmaa’ – Russian areas close to the Finnish border 
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of the 2000s, depicted by the rise of the immigration critical party the Finns in the 2008 
municipal elections (Puuronen 2011, 207). Like in other European countries, 
simultaneously or at another time, the anti-immigration party gained popularity in Finland. 
Suvi Keskinen (2009), who has studied the public discussion on immigration in 2008-
2009 when both the municipal elections and EU elections were held, however points out 
that during that time, it was not only representatives of the Finns party who made 
“immigration critical” or racist comments in the media. Keskinen writes that politicians 
from some of the major parties were also very negative about foreigners in media that 
time. According to Keskinen (2009, 41), in fall 2008 when the “immigration critical” 
voices first became heard in the media, there were simultaneously blatantly racist speech 
(‘Somalis are only living off our benefits and assaulting the Finnish women’), speech 
against immigration (‘Finland is not a country of immigration but a country for Finns’), 
and speech that was criticizing immigration politics (‘the immigration politics are not 
sustainable’); but in the spring of 2009, different actors started to “draw the line” between 
what is appropriate to say and what is not. Pentti Raittila (2009, 68) presents that in 
addition to the rise of the Finns in the municipal and EU elections, the financial crisis that 
started in September 2008 explains the new presence of critical and racist voices in the 
media. Another view to the change of public discussion in the Finnish media in 2008-2009 
is offered by Milla Hannula (2011), whose book tells an opposite story about the history 
of immigration criticism. In her book Hannula presents that for a long time the major 
media was dedicated to showing people an overly optimistic view of multiculturalism and 
did not allow opposing views at all, leaving the people to discuss how things in reality 
were online. According to Hannula, in the change of 2008-2009, finally the truthful voices 
were heard in media.  
4.2.2 Existing Research and “Immigration Criticism” 
Like mentioned above, racism in Finland was not studied much before the 1990s. Even in 
studies concerning immigration, racism was either not defined as the studied matter or 
racism was not recognized, even when phenomena related to racism were part of the 
studies (Rastas 2005, 69). This in its part shows how new the field is in Finland. 
Since the 1990s, racism in Finland has been studied in different contexts. As Puuronen 
(2011, 34-47) describes, some of the most prominent researchers of racism in Finland 
include Magdalena Jaakkola, who has studied racist attitudes in Finland; Inga Jasinskaja-
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Lahti and Karmela Liebkind, who have studied racist crimes, racism from the point of 
view of the victims, and ethnic hierarchies; Pentti Raittila and other researchers from the 
University of Tampere, studying racism and the representation of ethnic minorities in 
media; and Vesa Puuronen, who has studied racism from a sociological point of view, for 
example skinhead groups. Other significant researchers include Anna Rastas, who has for 
example studied how children and young people cope with racist experiences (Rastas 
2007a), and Karina Horsti (2005), who has studied representations of multiculturalism and 
asylum seekers in journalism. 
One of the most recent and relevant studies in the field of racism and “immigration 
criticism” studies is the book “Maahanmuutto, media ja eduskuntavaalit” (the title could 
be translated into English as “Immigration, media and the parliamentary elections”) from 
2012 (ed. Maasilta). The book consists of articles on how immigration was discussed and 
represented in the media preceding the 2011 parliamentary elections. The biggest winner 
of the elections was the anti-immigration right-wing populist party The Finns, and the 
public discussion preceding the elections was greatly engaged in a new kind of a 
discussion about immigration and multiculturalism. Maasilta states that the term 
“immigration critical” is in fact a very strange choice of words to describe the purely 
negative voices talking about immigration and multiculturalism (2012, 11). In order to be 
critical, a discussion must be multifaceted and understanding of complexities, states 
Maasilta (2012, 11). What the term “immigration critical” was used to depict, both by the 
speakers of these ideas themselves but also media, was at most times purely negative, 
single-sided and strictly against immigration – not critical in the sense in which the word 
is usually understood. “Calling the current immigration discussion ‘immigration critical’ 
makes it sound like it was from a starting point positive and deliberating towards 
immigration”, writes Maasilta (2012, 11, my translation). Therefore the authors of the 
book rather use the term ‘immigration discussion’ when referring to the current 
discussion, and use quotation marks for “immigration critical” when referring to someone 
calling the discussion or themselves as such. I will use the same practice in this thesis.  
One of the important findings in the book edited by Maasilta is in an article regarding 
news journalism and immigration (Vehmas 2012, 116-135). Vehmas (2012, 116) writes 
that according to a study by Pentti Raittila in 2002, the situation in 2000 was that racism 
and racist voices in media were practically non-present (Raittila 2002, 88-89). However, 
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Vehmas’ study shows that by the 2011 elections, journalists allowed “immigration 
critical” people and parties to get their voices well heard in the press (Vehmas 2012, 116). 
Raittila (2009, 71-72) foresaw in 2009 that the discussion regarding immigration was 
about to turn strict and aggressive, which “is no wonder when viewed in comparison to the 
results of the election” (Maasilta 2012, 160, my translation). Importantly, whereas earlier 
the “immigration critical” people could mainly get their voices heard in social media (for 
example blogs and discussion forums) and different websites, the traditional media had 
now allowed them to be heard in a much more widespread manner (Maasilta 2012, 161). 
Interestingly, in a recent report by the European Commission against Racism and 
Tolerance, the experiences of everyday racism by certain population groups were 
reportedly higher after the 2011 elections, which in the report is linked to be caused by the 
negative discourses in politics regarding the population groups in question (ECRI 2013, 
28). Secondly, hate speech and racism, according to these studies, had become points of 
discussion and criticism (Maasilta 2012, 161). The study shows that on several occasions, 
media reported about racist material or statements. As Maasilta points out: “Aside from 
allowing more critical voices when speaking about immigration, journalism has learned to 
recognize the problems associated with this kind of speech and to ponder their 
consequences” (Maasilta 2012, 116, my translation). She continues by stating that since 
racism has been a largely untold topic in the Finnish discussion, this can rightfully be seen 
as a positive advancement (ibid.). 
Keskinen (2009, 44, my translation) writes that the Finnish immigration discussion has a 
strange feature: “although racism has been mentioned multiple times during the 
discussion, there has been very little discussion about what racism is and how does it 
occur in the Finnish society”. In the same volume Anna Rastas (2009, 47-64) describes 
how racism is mainly talked about in the public discussion in instances of denial of 
racism. The racism discussion that is the object of study of this thesis is therefore a new 
kind of a discussion in the Finnish context; discussion on what racism is as a phenomenon 
and as a societal issue. 
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5 DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 
Discourse analysis is a theoretical and methodological approach concerned with the study 
of discourses as linked to the social world, divided into multiple strands (see Jørgensen & 
Phillips 2002 for introduction and discussion on the different approaches within discourse 
analysis). Discourse analysis11 includes a variety of different theoretical and 
methodological perspectives, which do not always have much in common with one 
another, although one common point of departure within most, if not all, discourse 
analysis is that it typically draws from the theories by Michel Foucault (Jørgensen & 
Phillips 2002, 12). In this study, I am engaged with two strands of the theory, namely 
discursive psychology and critical discourse analysis, which will be discussed in the 
following pages. Although clearly different approaches to the study of discourse, these 
two strands of theory also share much common ground, which allows their fruitful 
combination.12 
In this chapter I will introduce and discuss the theoretical and methodological concepts 
from the fields of critical discourse analysis and discursive psychology that are relevant 
for this study. As presented in chapter 2. Research Area, this study is engaged with 
studying the rhetorical argumentation of formulations, explanations and rationalization of 
racism. Therefore this theoretical chapter is largely focused on such concepts as 
‘interpretative repertoire’ (see 5.4), ‘accounts’ (5.5) and different argumentative strategies 
(5.5.1 and 5.5.2). However, also the ideological nature of discourse and the public 
discussion on racism is one of the focal points of this study (5.6). 
First, it must be defined what is meant with the term ‘discourse’ in this study13. In the 
Foucaultian sense, discourses are understood as “practices which form the objects of 
which they speak” (Foucault 1972, 49 as quoted in Burr 2003, 64); in other words the 
                                                
11 In this study, ‘discourse analysis’ is used as an umbrella term for different approaches. 
12 It must be noted here that although I mainly draw from the division made by Jørgensen and Phillips 
(2002), there are a number of ways to categorize different theorists within discourse analysis. For example 
Wooffitt (2005) considers critical discourse analysis and Foucaultian discourse analysis as separate 
approaches and uses the term ‘discourse analysis’ largely for what I here call discursive psychology. 
13 Like Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, 1) point out, ’discourse’ is a widely used term that can be used to cover 
many different definitions. 
  
24 
concept of discourse is used to describe certain structured practices, which are manifested 
in language (in discourse).  However, the more important definition of the term for this 
research is discourse as the linguistic form of social practice. Discursive psychologists 
tend to define discourse as occasioned, context-bound language use; discourse is language 
that acquires meaning in use (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 96-97). Norman Fairclough, on 
the other hand, uses the word ‘discourse’ in three different meanings; “language use as 
social practice”, “kind of language use within a specific field,” and “a way of speaking 
which gives meaning to experiences from a particular perspective” (Jørgensen & Phillips 
2002, 66-67). Fairclough explains the object of his study, ‘language as social practice’, by 
elaborating that instead of being outside of society, language is a part of it; furthermore, 
language is a social process; and “language is a socially conditioned process, conditioned 
that is by other (non-linguistic) parts of society” (Fairclough 2001a, 18-19). Furthermore, 
Fairclough writes: “I see discourses as ways of representing aspects of the world – the 
processes, relations and structures of the material world, the ‘mental world’ of thoughts, 
feelings, beliefs and so forth, and the social world” (2003, 124). It is Fairclough’s view on 
discourse as social practice that I find most relevant for this research; it also ties in well 
with the view on discourse within discursive psychology. 
5.1 Introduction to Discursive Psychology and Critical Discourse Analysis 
Discursive psychology (DP) is a strand of discourse analysis that stems from the field of 
social psychology, as a challenge to the cognitive approach that has traditionally 
dominated social psychology (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 96). DP treats language as “a 
dynamic form of social practice which shapes the social world including identities, social 
relations and understandings of the world” (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 96); whereas the 
cognitive approach views language “as a reflection of an external world or a product of 
underlying mental representations of this world” (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 96 with a 
reference to Edwards and Potter 1992, 2). Some of the developers of DP include Margaret 
Wetherell and Jonathan Potter, who have studied the discourses of racism within Pakeha 
(white) New Zealanders against Maoris (1988; 1992; see also Potter & Wetherell 1987). 
In part, DP has also been developed through the rhetorical turn in social psychology, for 
example by Michael Billig (1987; 1991), who develops his theory on the basis of classical 
rhetoric. It must be noted that I draw from the earlier writings of discursive psychology, 
published in the 1980s and 1990s, and the field has hereafter developed into multiple 
directions, broadened and deepened (Potter 2012, 9). For example Jonathan Potter, whose 
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earlier works with Margaret Wetherell are much used in this study, has engaged in studies 
combining discursive psychology and conversation analysis in the 1990s and 2000s, as 
have many other scholars in DP (ibid.). However, the works I engage with in this study are 
from the era when conversation analysis and discursive psychology developed as separate 
traditions, i.e. late 1980s and early 1990s (see Wooffitt 2005).  
The stress on the importance of social situations in discursive psychology can be seen in 
its view on a human being’s thoughts and attitudes. In DP, psychological processes are 
understood as social activities, whereas cognitivism sees them as “private, mental 
activities” produced within an individual (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 102). Also attitudes 
are seen as constructed through social interaction in DP (as opposed to “stable, mental 
dispositions” owned by an individual in cognitivism) (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 102). In 
fact, Wetherell and Potter question whether the theoretical concept of ‘attitude’ is even 
useful, like presented traditionally in social psychology (Billig 1991, 169). Instead, in 
discursive psychology, “discourse itself becomes the primary research focus. It is not a 
subsidiary path to the true nature of events, beliefs and cognitive processes” (Wetherell & 
Potter 1988, 172). In a social constructionist tradition, discursive psychology therefore 
places great emphasis on the social and the discursive practices in shaping who we are, 
what we think, how we think and argue, and so forth. 
As opposed to DP’s origin within social psychology, critical discourse analysis (CDA) 
holds the resistance of social inequality at its core14: 
“Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is a type of discourse analytical research that 
primarily studies the way social power abuse, dominance, and inequality are 
enacted, reproduced and resisted by text and talk in the social and political 
context. With such dissident research, critical discourse analysts take explicit 
position, and thus want to understand, expose, and ultimately resist social 
inequality” (van Dijk 2001, 352). 
                                                
14 However, it must also be noted that especially the early works within discursive psychology, like 
Wetherell & Potter’s study about discourses of racism in New Zealand (1992), is also in many ways 
’critical’ in this way – see later in this section (5.1).  
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Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, 7) additionally emphasize CDA’s engagement with the 
study of change in language use. Norman Fairclough is one of the foregrounding 
developers of CDA; however, other approaches that at times differ from Fairclough’s 
approach significantly are often also labeled as critical discourse analysis, including those 
of Teun A. van Dijk (1992; 2001; 2008) and Ruth Wodak (1991; 2001; and Wodak & 
Reisigl 2001) (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 60).  
Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, 60-64) list five common features of the different versions of 
CDA. Firstly, social and cultural processes and structures are seen to be partly linguistic-
discursive, and consequently CDA strives to “shed light on the linguistic-discursive 
dimension of social and cultural phenomena and processes of change in late modernity” 
(ibid., 61). Secondly, discourse is understood as both constitutive (shaping the world) and 
constituted (shaped by the world). The third common feature within CDA is the empirical 
analysis of language use within its social context – different from discursive psychology in 
the sense that the empirical analysis is linguistic analysis (often rhetorical analysis in DP), 
but similar in the sense that discursive psychology also takes the social context into 
account in the analysis. Fourthly, in CDA, “it is claimed that discursive practices 
contribute to the creation and reproduction of unequal power relations between social 
groups […] These effects are understood as ideological effects” (Jørgensen & Phillips 
2002, 63, emphasis in the original). Discourse is therefore seen to function ideologically in 
CDA. Lastly, CDA is by its name critical and not politically neutral; instead, the 
researcher takes a clear ‘side’ in his/her study.  
As introduced above, the theoretical and methodological foundation of this study is a 
result of combining elements of CDA with DP. However, from the field of CDA I mainly 
use theory and methodology as developed by one researcher, namely Norman Fairclough. 
The reasons for this are manifold. Firstly, Fairclough has written extensively in the area, 
and even Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, 60) see his approach as “the most developed 
theory and method for research in communication, culture and society” within CDA. 
Fairclough furthermore provides very clear guidance on how to do critical discourse 
analysis in practice. Thirdly, I subscribe mostly to Fairclough’s theoretical conceptions on 
power and ideology within CDA. This is one of the reasons why I do not engage with the 
theory by van Dijk; although he has analyzed discourse and racism extensively, he views 
power as always abusive and oppressive (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 91). Furthermore, 
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van Dijk presents the socio-cognitive approach, and as by using discursive psychology I 
position myself at an opposing view, the use of van Dijk’s theory would be inconsistent. 
Among the prominent names within CDA is also Ruth Wodak, who has studied discourse 
and racism, antisemitism and nationalism in the political sphere in Austria through the 
discourse-historical approach. Her approach shares much with that of Fairclough’s (for 
example the view on discursive practices being in a dialectical relationship with other 
social elements – see 5.3 below) (Wodak 2001, 66). The discourse-historical approach 
combines (like Fairclough’s CDA15) other fields and theories to discourse analysis (most 
prominently history and politics), and is an interdisciplinary approach (Wodak 2001, 69).  
The reason for drawing the theoretical and methodological foundation of this study from 
two strands of discourse analysis is that I find that neither critical discourse analysis nor 
discursive psychology could alone contribute to the most fruitful analysis of the data in 
accordance with the research question I have posed, although both contain many useful 
concepts and ideas. In addition, although seen as two different approaches within 
discourse analysis, CDA and DP are not inherently that different from one another. Like 
Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, 92) point out, in many ways DP could be counted as a form 
of CDA: both are engaged with close textual analysis and aim at shedding light on a social 
wrong. Jørgensen and Phillips suggest that discursive psychology is not seen as critical 
discourse analysis because of the separate ‘disciplinary alliances’ – DP is a product of 
social psychology, whereas CDA springs from linguistic and sociological studies. DP and 
CDA also at certain areas stress different aspects: for example, discursive psychology is 
more engaged with psychological phenomena than CDA, as it places more emphasis on 
how the individual is seen as “in constant, dynamic interaction with the social world” 
(Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 108), and therefore that social interaction is where the 
individual’s self, mind and ideologies are shaped in. Although I do not see that CDA 
would be opposed to this idea, it is nonetheless not central to CDA the way it is to DP. 
The two strands of discourse analysis (or at least the theorists I have chosen to work with 
from the fields of CDA and DP) work together, at most times, quite well, and do not 
                                                
15 See for example Fairclough 2003, where Fairclough frequenly uses examples of his own studies on the 
’language of new capitalism’. In these studies he has incorporated theories from many different areas of 
research with his critical discourse analysis. 
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disagree on the ground-bearing ideas. Therefore the application of the ‘best of both 
worlds’ of these theoretical strands is, in my view, possible and fruitful. 
5.2 The Study of Discourse  
The main premise of DP for Potter and Wetherell is that “discourse is actively constitutive 
of both social and psychological processes” (1992, 59). This view results in Wetherell and 
Potter (1992, 65) viewing also the field of science not as some absolute truths: “no 
scientific account of reality should be privileged or placed in some non-social realm of 
pure representation or pure description”. Here, I see a strong link to Foucault’s theory on 
power/knowledge. According to Stuart Hall (1997, 42-43), “what concerned [Foucault] 
was the production of knowledge (rather than just meaning) through what he called 
discourse (rather than just language).” For Foucault, power and knowledge go hand in 
hand, which is why he uses the term ‘power/knowledge’. “All knowledge, once applied in 
the real world, has real effects, and in that sense at least, ‘becomes true’”, writes Hall 
(1997, 49). The ‘truth’ in turn carries power. Foucault explains this by pointing out that 
the way a criminal justice system condemns different crimes at different times is 
dependent on the general knowledge of things, what is thought to be the truth at a specific 
time (Hall 1997, 49). Wetherell and Potter suggest that this truth in question should be 
studied, but not by looking at other possible truths. Instead, it should be studied by 
“examining the discursive process by which true and false statements become 
distinguished” (Wetherell & Potter 1992, 67). Drawing from Wetherell and Potter, the aim 
of this study is then to study how claims about racism as a phenomenon are argued to be 
true and other views are argued to be false. In comparison to Foucault’s example of the 
truth’s role in a criminal justice system, the ‘truth’ studied in this thesis has its 
consequences on the public opinion and therefore ideologies (see chapter 5.6).  
As described earlier, Fairclough views discourses as “use of language seen as a form of 
social practice and [therefore] discourse analysis is analysis of how texts work within 
sociocultural practice” (1995, 7). According to Fairclough (2001a), language is 
simultaneously “part of society” (18), “a social process” (18-19) and “a socially 
conditioned process, conditioned that is by other (non-linguistic) parts of society” (19). 
Essentially, language use can never be extracted from its social context and other texts 
(Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 70), but it is the relationship between the language use and 
social context that must be studied. For this purpose, Fairclough (2003, 21-38) divides the 
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analysis of discourse into three levels16: social events, social practices and social 
structures. Social structures are the macro-level, abstract entities, such as ‘language’ or 
‘economic structure’, and social events are the micro-level manifestations of the social 
structure, such as ‘an article’ or ‘a speech’. However, “events are not in any simple or 
direct way the effects of abstract social structures” (Fairclough 2003, 23); instead, what 
Fairclough terms ‘social practices’ are mediating practices that control how social 
structures are manifested in social events. These social practices are “relatively stabilized 
form[s] of social activity” (Fairclough 2003, 205), like grocery shopping or newspaper 
organization. To apply this theoretical division to the present research, ‘language’ can be 
identified as the social structure, and the studied individual letters to the editor as the 
social events. The level of social practice functions through what Fairclough terms orders 
of discourse. Orders of discourse consist of discourses, genres and styles and they “can be 
seen as the social organization and control of linguistic variation” (Fairclough 2003, 24). 
Language (‘social structure’) is not manifested in a letter to the editor (‘social event’) in 
just any random way, but the ways are controlled by newspaper journalism (‘social 
practice’), which in turn is manifested in different orders of discourse. Social practices, 
and thereby the relationship between social events and social structures, are therefore 
studied through the orders of discourse in Fairclough’s CDA. Although I find Fairclough’s 
three-level model a good way of illustrating the different layers of discourse, the present 
study is not a study of orders of discourse. Rather, the three-level model is used as a tool 
for understanding the different roles and effects discourses have, although in this study I 
cannot analyze all the levels.  
5.3 Discursive and Non-Discursive Practices 
The significance of studying discourse is underlined by discursive practices being seen to 
be in connection with other social practices: 
 “It is central to Fairclough’s approach that discourse is an important form of 
social practice which both reproduces and changes knowledge, identities and 
                                                
16 Fairclough’s three-dimensional analytical model differs somewhat between his different works, both for 
the concepts he uses and the way he defines the used concepts. The original model explains the relationship 
between text, discursive practice and social practice (see Fairclough 1992; 1995; and Jørgensen & Phillips 
2002).  
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social relations including power relations, and at the same time is also shaped by 
other social practices and structures. Thus discourse is in a dialectical 
relationship with other dimensions” (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 65).  
In other words, discourse is not all there is to social practice, but an important aspect of it. 
Fairclough separates between discursive and non-discursive aspects of social practice, and 
it can be defined that the object of study (media discussion on racism) is largely a 
discursive social practice, whereas for example the practice of a game of baseball is more 
non-discursive (although it also includes discursive elements, like a commentator’s 
speech) (cf. Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 65). Wetherell and Potter’s discursive psychology 
also situates some social practices outside discourse, but does not do so as strictly as CDA 
(Jørgensen and Phillips 2002, 103). In DP, events, people and things gain their meaning 
through discourse, but their existence outside discourse is not denied; an earthquake 
causes damage and casualties regardless of if it is understood as a geological event or an 
act of god, but how “those deaths are understood […] and what caused them is constituted 
through our systems of discourse” (Wetherell & Potter 1992, 65). In the context of the 
present study it is important to outline that racism as a phenomenon and societal problem 
does not appear merely in discourse; it also has non-discursive elements, like for example 
physical violence or discrimination of immigrants (cf. Wetherell & Potter 1992, 62; 
Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 127). However the way racism is discussed and explained in 
the public discussion is largely a discursive social practice, which can be studied through 
discourse analysis.  
Importantly, this discursive practice is in a dialectical relationship with the non-discursive 
aspects of racism, and both therefore affect each other. In Fairclough’s model, discursive 
and non-discursive aspects of social practices are understood to be in a dialectical 
relationship: they are separate, but the division is not always clear-cut (Fairclough 2003, 
205). For Fairclough, to do critical discourse analysis is to study the dialectical 
relationship of the discursive nature of the social practices (through studying the orders of 
discourse) and the other elements of social practices, with an emphasis on how they 
change or enforce social structures (ibid.). The former takes place in this study as the 
rhetoric analysis of the letters to the editor, whereas the latter is present as a discussion on 
how the discourses of these letters to the editor and the public opinions and ideologies 
concerning racism are connected (see chapters 3, 5.6 and 8.1).  
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5.4 Discourse as Bound to the Social Context: Interpretative Repertoires and 
Variability 
To emphasize the concept of discourse as something that is put to use in a specific social 
situation, Wetherell and Potter often use the term ‘interpretative repertoire’, derived from 
Nigel Gilbert and Michael Mulkay’s study from 1984 (Wetherell & Potter 1988, 172). By 
interpretative repertoire Wetherell and Potter (1992, 92) wish to convey the idea of many 
possible discourses that an individual has at his or her hands at all times, ready to be used: 
“there is an available choreography of interpretative moves – like the moves of an ice 
dancer, say – from which particular ones can be selected in a way that fits most effectively 
in the context.” Interpretative repertoire can be seen as the macro-level construction, 
which dictates which discourses one can use and how: interpretative repertoires “are the 
foundation to the moment-to-moment negotiation of meaning in interaction” (Tranekjær 
2009, 138). Using the notion of interpretative repertoire instead of that of discourse (in its 
macro-level meaning, like ‘scientific discourse’) takes into consideration that people are 
not consistent in their talk and writing, but use different interpretative repertoires 
depending on the social situation.  
A major aspect of discursive psychology is therefore the engagement with variability. 
Wetherell and Potter’s use of interpretative repertoire acknowledges the idea that what is 
presented in our speech and writing depends on the social interaction, and we are therefore 
not expected to be consistent. According to Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, 122), “variation 
and self-contradictory answers are taken for granted in discursive psychology and such 
variations are seen as signs of the use of several discourses.” In fact, one of the analytical 
aims in DP is to search for variability (Wetherell & Potter 1992, 101-102). “Patterns of 
variation and consistency in the form and content of accounts help the analyst to map out 
the pattern of interpretative repertoires that the participants are drawing on,” write 
Wetherell and Potter (1992, 102).  
Therefore, as Wetherell and Potter (1992, 93) point out, there is no point in studying how 
large a percentage of a certain person’s discourse is for example racist, but instead to 
study “the use of repertoires in context, the way concepts of ‘race’, ‘culture’ and ‘nation’ 
are mobilized, paying close attention to their specific construction, to their placement in a 
sequence of discourse, and to their rhetorical organization”. This is linked to the ground-
bearing idea of discursive psychology that the aim is not to study opinions or attitudes of a 
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person but the discourse itself (as introduced in 5.1). Drawing from this approach, the aim 
of my study is not to put the writers of the studied texts into categories like ‘racist’, ‘anti-
racist’, ‘neo-racist’, and so forth; but to study and identify the ways in which different 
definitions and meanings to racism are built or constructed. Discourse analysis in this way 
does not concentrate on studying people’s attitudes or opinions, but the social interaction 
(cf. Burr 2003, 65-66).  
5.5 Interpretative Repertoires and Argumentation  
Since the aim of this study (or any discourse analytical study) is not to analyze people’s 
opinions and attitudes about racism, it is to study which interpretative repertoires are 
drawn on and how – especially as manifested in argumentation and rhetoric. Before 
introducing how the rhetoric and argumentation is studied, one more concept from the 
field of discursive psychology must be introduced here: accounts. 
The notion of ‘accounts’ and their functions have been studied in both traditional social 
psychology and conversation analysis (Potter & Wetherell 1987, 93) and have been 
adopted as useful concepts in DP as well. In its more general level meaning, ‘account’ can 
be used to refer to a section of text or talk, as a unit of attention in the analysis, but the 
concept also has a more specific meaning. Put simply, accounts are ways of explaining 
one’s actions to be normal or consistent (Potter & Wetherell 1987, 74); if a person falls 
asleep in the middle of a work meeting, he can tell the others that he has just gotten back 
from a business trip and suffers from jetlag. This account is used to ensure that the others 
do not see the person falling asleep as rude, bored or disinterested in their job, and the 
falling asleep becomes accounted for. Accounts with different functions can be 
distinguished; among the most relevant example of these is a disclaimer (Potter & 
Wetherell 1987, 76-77). For example, disclaimers like “I am not a racist, but…” can be 
used to avoid the category ‘racist’, even when what one says could be labeled racist (see 
5.6.2 later for a discussion on how these kinds of disclaimers can be analyzed).  
I find the notion of accounts very useful for this study, as it can be used to conceptualize a 
manifestation of an interpretative repertoire. Such a disclaimer like “I’m not a racist, but it 
is just a biological fact that certain races are inferior to the white race” is a means of 
accounting for a racist statement. In the analysis I will then identify the interpretative 
repertoire(s) that is (or are) manifested in such an account; in this case, the statement 
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could be a manifestation of a repertoire of classic racism, or science as accounting for 
racial inequality. The analysis of these repertoires happens through an analysis of the 
argumentation and rhetoric, to which the following sections will be dedicated. 
5.5.1 Studying the Rhetoric of Argumentation 
I draw my approach in studying the rhetoric and argumentation largely from Jokinen 
(1999)17, who presents different rhetorical strategies of fact construction, making (or 
aiming to make) a claim to seem to be a fact. Jokinen bases her division of strategies 
partly on her own empirical studies, but also on Billig (1987; 1991) and Potter (1996). The 
strategies presented by Jokinen are by no means the only rhetorical strategies that can be 
used, however I find that Jokinen (1999) offers a competent model for the identification of 
some of the most focal strategies. 
Rhetorical argumentation can be seen as divided into defensive rhetoric and offensive 
rhetoric (Potter 1996, 107; also Jokinen 1999). The aim of defensive rhetoric is to 
strengthen one’s own position in order for others not to be able to attack it, whereas 
offensive rhetoric aims to damage the counter-argument (Jokinen 1999, 130). All the 
strategies engaged with in this study can be used for both defensive and offensive rhetoric, 
just in different ways and for different means (ibid.).  
The individual strategies will be presented in 7. Analysis in conjunction with how they are 
operationalized, as this kind of an approach makes their use clearer than listing them here. 
All the strategies used in this study are also listed in figure 4 on pages 53-54. However, 
one of the areas closely linked to the rhetorical strategies requires a theoretical discussion, 
and is therefore presented here; namely the notion of categorization and particularization.  
5.5.2 Categorization and Particularization 
One of the important theoretical concepts within DP and social psychology in general is 
that of ‘categorization’. “At its simplest level, categorization involves the placing of a 
particular object, an entity, within a general category”, describes Billig (1987, 121). It 
allows people to group objects together. The importance of categorization has been widely 
                                                
17 Only the strategies of fact construction relevant for the present study are introduced in this thesis. 
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stressed in cognitivism: psychologically, we must structure our surroundings in order to 
understand it, and even on a biological level we can see its importance in the fact that all 
animals must make necessary categorizations (between mating partners and predators, or 
what is food and what is not, for example) in order to survive (Billig 1987, 122). In DP, 
however, categorization is seen in a somewhat different manner; it is understood as bound 
to time and social situation (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 99). Wetherell and Potter (1992, 
77) have a view on categories as something changing and fluid: they “see categories as 
actively constructed in discourse for rhetorical ends. As those ends change so too does the 
construction of groups.” For example, the categorization of foreigners in Finland has 
certainly varied during different times. Before the 1990s, people from different parts of 
Africa were likely grouped in one group; but when significant numbers of Somali refugees 
settled in Finland during the 1990s and 2000s, it became common to talk about the 
Somalis as a separate category.  
Billig criticizes the emphasis of categorization as a natural force, because in only 
categorizing the world humans would lack the “ability to transcend the limits of familiar 
categories, to develop new procedures, and to reach out, through particularization, to the 
unique features of individual cases” (Potter & Wetherell 1987, 122). Therefore Billig 
argues that equally important to categorization is the ability to particularize (1987, 133). 
By particularizing Billig means the ability to see the uniqueness of an object, 
acknowledging its particularity rather than seeing it (only) as a member of a category 
(1987, 131). “It can be argued that these two processes are deeply interrelated, so much so 
that the ability to categorize presupposes the ability to particularize”, writes Billig (1987, 
133). Furthermore, particularizing also presupposes being able to categorize, and  
“the two processes are interrelated, at least as far as linguistic categories and 
particularities are concerned. […] The paradox is that these two processes seem 
to pull in opposite cognitive directions: the one pulls towards the aggregation of 
things and the other towards the uniqueness of things. The result is that the 
human mind is equipped with the two contrary skills of being able to put things 
into categories and to treat them as special” (Billig 1987, 123).  
Interestingly, the “seeds of argumentation” lie in the premise that the rational 
argumentation of a categorization can at all times be challenged by a rational argument of 
a particularization (Billig 1987, 134). “In practice, an argument in favour of 
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particularizing some object will involve categorizations and vice versa, as the momentum 
of argumentation swings back and forth between categories and particulars” (Billig 1987, 
142).  
One social psychological theoretical concept that Billig (1987) seeks to explain with the 
help of particularization and categorization is that of attitudes. There is plenty of research 
to show that people often act inconsistently in relation to their attitudes (Billig 1987, 179-
181); for example, one can have an attitude against immigrants, yet have an immigrant 
friend. Furthermore, like Wetherell and Potter (1992, 199) point out, Billig’s theory on 
categorization and particularization can be applied to cases where one denies being 
prejudiced or racist while making racist claims. Billig (1987, 182-189) explains this by 
three strategic options: a) ‘arguments about particular actions’, b) ‘arguments about 
general attitudes’ and c) ‘arguing about arguments about attitudes’ (the corresponding 
concepts to these in relation to argumentation on categorization and particularization in 
general are a) ‘arguing about particulars’, b) ‘arguing about categories’ and c) ‘arguing 
about arguments’ (ibid., 140-155)). When arguing about particular actions, the person 
aims to redefine the particular into a new attitudinal category by the means of redefining 
the situation, which allows the inconsistency between the person’s attitude and actions 
(Billig 1987, 184). For example, the immigrant friend’s belonging to the category 
‘immigrant’ would be downplayed and some other group membership would be stressed 
(e.g. their profession, being a parent, etc.). The second strategy, arguments about general 
attitudes, means arguing for a different meaning for the attitude – redefining it – in order 
to explain the inconsistency (Billig 1987, 185-188). The third strategy explains the 
inconsistency by arguing that there is none; the mismatch between the attitude and the 
action is rhetorically argued to be non-existent (Billig 1987, 188-189).  
Billig’s theory on categorization and particularization can be demonstrated by the issue of 
“immigration criticism” as introduced earlier in chapter 4.2.2. Like many researchers have 
showed, the “immigration critical” speakers have brought many statements into the public 
discussion that only a short while ago would have been condemned as racist and 
unacceptable. This may have been done by particularizing and re-categorizing these 
statements; by claiming not to present racist ideas, but merely criticizing immigration 
politics – and the right to criticize politics is one of the cornerstones of freedom of speech. 
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In this way, categorizing may have been used as a means of justifying the controversial 
statements.  
It is essential to Billig’s theory that arguing and thinking go hand in hand: “the sound of 
argument is the sound of thinking” (1991, 52). He questions, like Wetherell and Potter, the 
existence of static attitudes which are born and stored internally in the minds of humans, 
ready to be cast into social interaction (Billig 1991). Instead he argues for the idea that we 
think in connection to arguing, we particularize and categorize, and we are not consistent 
in our arguments, even when we have strong views on something.  
5.6 Ideologies, Power and Hegemony 
Among the main motivators of this study are the ideological effects of discourses, in this 
case the question of what kinds of ideological effects the manifestations of different 
interpretative repertoires of formulating racism may have. This was partly introduced in 
chapter 2.1 in relation to the concepts of ‘public sphere’ and ‘public opinion’, but I will 
here introduce the discourse analytical view on ideologies in detail.  
Fairclough (2003, 9) describes ideologies as “representations of aspects of the world 
which can be shown to contribute to establishing, maintaining and changing social 
relations of power, domination and exploitation.” Jørgensen and Phillips (2002, 75) 
further define ideologies as systems that ”are created in societies in which relations of 
domination are based on social structures such as class and gender.” Ideologies, in turn, 
can partly be changed by texts as social events, which is one of the major points of interest 
for studies within CDA (Fairclough 2003, 8-9) – and on the other hand, ideologies are also 
manifested in texts as social events. Therefore CDA becomes an analysis of the effects 
that texts as social effects have on ideologies and therefore power relations. 
However, not all discourse is ideological to Fairclough. Although Fairclough 
acknowledges that “relations of power may in principle be affected by discursive practices 
of any type”  (1992, 91), he claims that one must look at “the causal effects [that a 
discourse] and related claims have in particular areas of social life” (Fairclough 2003, 9) 
in order to assess whether it is ideological in nature or not. Therefore, “discourses can be 
more or less ideological, the ideological discourses being those that contribute to the 
maintenance and transformation of power relations” (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 75), and 
less ideological discourses being those that do not have a similar effect. Jørgensen and 
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Phillips (2002, 75) are critical of Fairclough’s division of discourses into ideological and 
non-ideological ones; is there really such a thing as discourse without effects to the power 
relations, and if so, can it be differentiated from those that do? I agree with this point of 
criticism, and in this study I do not make a differentiation between ideological and non-
ideological discourses.  
Interconnected to ideology is the concept of hegemony (as developed by Antonio 
Gramsci). “Hegemony is relations of domination based upon consent rather than coercion, 
involving the naturalisation of practices and their social relations as well as relations 
between practices, as matters of common sense,” define Chouliaraki and Fairclough 
(1999, 24). Although “hegemony is a bid for closure of practices and networks of 
practices” (ibid., 25), this bid will never become true as hegemony is always in motion, 
“an ‘unstable equilibrium’” (Fairclough 1992, 92). In this framework, “discursive practice 
can be seen as an aspect of a hegemonic struggle that contributes to the reproduction and 
transformation of the order of discourse of which it is part (and consequently of the 
existing power relations)” (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 76).  
Fairclough therefore uses hegemony as a way of conceptualizing what is taken as the 
dominant or mainstream in an ‘order of discourse’, and explains that these dominations 
can change due to the unstable nature of hegemony, the hegemonic struggle (see also 
Fairclough 2001b, 124). He also explains this through the concept of common sense, but 
does not engage in a specific discussion on the nature of common sense, like Billig does 
(although, Fairclough 2001a includes a consideration of the term). I find that by 
combining Billig’s discussion on common sense, commonplaces and the unstable nature 
of common sense (as discussed below) with Fairclough’s discussion on hegemonic 
struggle takes us a step forward. Ideology, hegemony and common sense, then, are all part 
of the same unit. Discursive psychology and critical discourse analysis understand 
ideology to the great extent in a similar way, “as a practice and its power as diffuse and 
discursively organised” (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 108).  
5.6.1 Common Sense, Commonplace and Ideology 
According to Billig, “common-sense may not be a unitary store of folk wisdom, but 
instead it may provide us with our dilemmas for deliberation and our controversies for 
argument” (1987, 192). In Billig’s writing, common sense is understood as bound to social 
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groups and situations, meaning an agreement within the group on how “certain positions 
are commonly sensible whilst others are affronts” (Billig 1987, 196). For example, 
Nazism appealed to the common sense of the people of Hitler’s Germany, whereas in the 
21st century Germany, Nazi ideals cannot be seen to fit the common sense. Here, it is 
important to note that Billig uses common sense in its anthropological sense; it differs 
from one group to another – and that it is not implied in the term that common sense 
would be ‘the good sense’, which can easily be understood from the above example of 
Nazism (Billig 1987, 201). Likewise, in the Finnish public discussion the common-sense 
understanding of what may or may not be stated is an evolving matter.    
The concept of commonplace is equally important in Billig’s work. Commonplace refers 
to what is located within common sense – “it stands for the common-sense values and 
notions, which ideally should be shared by speaker and audience alike” (Billig 1987, 198). 
Bearing in mind the inspiration for Billig’s theory – the classic rhetoric – here the word 
‘common’ has two meanings: firstly, these commonplaces were used frequently 
(=commonly) by the orators, and secondly, commonplaces were aspects that the orators 
had in common with the audience (ibid., 199). Billig presents that commonplaces are what 
common sense consists of, and commonplaces are often contradictory. As an example, 
Billig (1987, 205-206) writes about the many controversial proverbs that the Western 
common sense entails; “we could easily contrast such maxims such as ‘many hands make 
light work’ and ‘too many cooks spoil the broth’”. Therefore common sense “is not a 
harmonious system of interlocking beliefs, but is composed of contraries” (Billig 1987, 
205). This view is in line with Antonio Gramsci’s idea of common sense that “contains 
several competing elements” (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 76), from where Fairclough 
draws upon in his theory on ideology.  
Interestingly, common sense simultaneously closes off argumentation and allows it (Billig 
1987, 208). The first mentioned happens as certain aspects are understood as common 
sense and therefore do not need to be argued for, whereas the latter happens through 
commonplaces, which “provide the seeds of rhetorical arguments” (Billig 1987, 208) – 
commonplaces can be questioned with the use of contradictory commonplaces. To return 
to the notion of how common sense closes off argumentation, it is important to understand 
that common-sense ideas are so valued that one is not expected to argue for them – they 
are shared, common, ideals, like ‘the freedom of speech’ or ‘human rights’ in 
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contemporary Finland. Also Fairclough (1995, 82) gives a special position to common-
sense ideas: “Ideology works, as Althusser reminds us, by disguising its ideological 
nature. It becomes naturalized, automatized – ‘common sense’ in Gramsci’s terms.” In 
Fairclough’s terms, then, the common sense is the most powerful position for a discourse.  
The evolving nature of common sense is explained by Billig (1987, 216-217), who gives 
an example of how the common sense of racial superiority has changed within the past 
hundred years. Importantly, as the view of this changed radically, the formerly 
commonplace idea of the white race being superior to the others became a taboo – it is no 
longer acceptable to present such views, “the beliefs [have] become forbidden” (ibid., 
217). However, these ideas have not completely vanished; racism still exists, and “the old 
common-places may not disappear entirely from social acceptability” (ibid.). Billig 
explains this by referring to studies on modern racism: racism exists, but often without 
reference to race, and moreover, “the modern racist will allege that it is black people who 
are offending common-sense morality” (ibid., 218). The existing value of equality has 
been taken from the taboo and used as an argument for the other side.  
Some parties may want to bring down a taboo. As an example Billig writes about the 
questioning of the taboo of antisemitism by bringing the common-sense understanding of 
Holocaust “under argumentative attack, into an attitude, and, thereby, into a controversial 
position” (Billig 1987, 219). The minority of antisemites managed to bring the issue of 
Holocaust into question, where people would assert that they ‘believed’ it had really 
happened; whereas before this questioning, Holocaust was not something one believed or 
did not believe had happened, but a common-sense understanding of history. The 
majority’s common sense had a change in its epistemological status (ibid., 220); even 
though the antisemites’ statement was judged as false, “the mere existence of such 
contrary views can have an effect, if the perceived status of unquestioned facts is changed 
to controversial beliefs” (ibid., 221).  
Billig (1987, 222) proposes that in order to prevent this from happening, the majority has 
the rhetorical option of declining to answer such accusations against common sense and in 
this way, refuse to enter such argument. This seems like sound advice, but on the other 
hand, a question could be proposed on whether it would not sometimes be better to argue 
for the common-sense view instead. As pointed out by Mannheim (1960; as referenced in 
Billig 1987, 220), the common sense is only justified when it is attacked. There are 
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reasons for certain views being common sense (e.g. that Holocaust happened) – could the 
counter arguments not be answered by the justification of the common sense, reminding 
us why it is something that has been taken for granted until the attack? It is also worth 
pointing out that in the social constructionist view, the majority is not always ‘right’, but 
all perspectives should be allowed to be brought under scrutiny. 
The issue of raising “immigration criticism” discussion in section 4.2.2 can also be 
discussed in relation to common sense and taboos. As pointed out earlier, the issue of 
racism was, for a long time, a silenced matter in the Finnish media. ‘The racist views as 
condemnable’ could be viewed as such a common-sense understanding that had become a 
taboo, a non-speakable topic. The “immigration critical” sought to break this taboo by re-
categorizing the statements and questioning the issue of not being able to talk about them 
openly. In her book about the ‘history of immigration criticism’, Milla Hannula (2011) 
draws a picture of the defenders of freedom of speech, who fight for their right to speak 
openly about the ‘truth’. While categorizing themselves as realists and denying the 
category ‘racist’, they question the premise of condemning those who speak about 
immigration and immigrants in a negative tone. This way categorizing and particularizing 
(see 5.5.2) can be used in conjunction with bringing a common-sense idea under 
questioning. Instead of refusing to enter the discussion and allowing it become a 
discussion in the public sphere, politicians and journalists joined in by repeating the 
statements of the “immigration critical”, sometimes in agreement, sometimes in 
disagreement. Billig suggests that this is what allows the questioning of the common-sense 
understanding, makes it into a matter of opinion. With this example it is easy to 
understand why Billig suggests refusing to allow this kind of a discussion; even though 
many have judged the statements of the “immigration critical”, condemning racist claims 
has been brought into question. Although many have argued for the common-sense 
understanding of anti-racism, the “immigration critical” voices still remain heard and 
present in the public discussion.  
5.6.2 Dilemmatic Ideologies 
As presented in chapter 5.6, common sense and people’s ideologies are understood as 
dilemmatic, as including opposing views in this study. This ground-bearing idea of the 
theoretical foundation of this study does not only lead to a discussion of and a 
concentration on the ideological consequences of discourses, but also assists in the 
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analysis of accounts, and consequently which interpretative repertoires are manifested in 
accounts and how.  
The disclaimer that was used as an example in 5.5, “I’m not a racist, but…” can be 
understood as reflecting the dilemmatic nature of the speaker’s ideology. Billig et al. 
(1988, 108-110) suggest that these disclaimers should not be understood merely as a 
method of face-keeping and impression management (this is what van Dijk, who has 
studied these disclaimers through the theoretical concept of the ideological square18, 
suggests). Since the denial of racism continually appears also in situations where a person 
speaks with likeminded people (i.e. one with similar attitudes; as an example Billig’s 
study on the young members of the Conservative Party (see Billig 1991, chapter 4)) and 
not only when a person is for example discussing their views with an interviewer, the ‘on 
the one hand, on the other hand’ –structure should be understood rhetorically as a form of 
prolepsis. Prolepsis “is aimed to deflect potential criticism in advance” (Billig et al. 1988, 
109) and depicts dilemmatic thought; in other words, a person’s ideology holds opposing 
views. On the one hand, racism is negative; on the other hand, foreigners/blacks/Jews are 
a threat etc. According to Billig et al., these opposing views may not have an equal 
position in a person’s ideology, but are nevertheless parts of it; “the availability of such 
contrary repertoires indicates a divide within prevailing ideology” (ibid., 109).  
5.7 Summary  
In this chapter on discourse analysis I have presented the most relevant theoretical and 
methodological concepts for this study, combined from the areas of critical discourse 
analysis and discursive psychology. Theoretically, the crucial concepts for understanding 
the following chapters include discourse as social interaction, i.e. not analyzing discourse 
                                                
18 The concept is used to explain “the overall tendency of ingroup favouritism or positive self-representation, 
on the one hand, and outgroup derogation or negative other-presentation, on the other” (van Dijk 2008, 105). 
Put simply, the ideological square refers to the tendency of exaggerating the negative aspects of the Other 
while hiding and mitigating the negative aspects of Us, while downplaying the positive aspects about the 
Other and emphasizing the positive aspects of Us. Apart from racism, the concept of ideological square also 
applies to other fields of social practices (ibid, 105).  
I do not apply the concept of the ideological square in this study, as the concept is based on van Dijk’s view 
on power as abusive and his socio-cognitive approach, which distinguish him from the theorists whose 
works I concentrate on in this thesis. 
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in order to learn something about the mind worlds of those whose texts are analyzed but as 
important as such; interpretative repertoires and how they will be studied as manifested in 
discourse (through accounts); and the ideological nature of discourses and common sense 
as the most powerful status for a discourse. More closely linked to the methodological 
approach, I have discussed the notions of categorizing and particularizing, and the 
strategies of fact construction that will be used as an important tool in the analysis are 
presented in figure 4 (see pages 53-54) as well as in the analysis (see chapter 7) when they 
are operationalized. 
 
6 DATA AND METHOD OF ANALYSIS 
In this chapter, I will first introduce my data and how it was chosen and then move on to 
describing the method of analysis. I will start, however, with an overview of the 
newspaper where the data of this study comes from, Helsingin Sanomat.  
6.1 Helsingin Sanomat  
Helsingin Sanomat  (HS) is the primary newspaper in Finland. In 2012, its readership has 
been estimated to 859 000, where the daily newspaper with the next most readers, 
Aamulehti, has been estimated to have 279 000 readers in 2012 (Levikintarkastus 2013a). 
Not surprisingly, the distribution number of HS is also higher than for any other 
newspaper: 337 962 in 2012, where Aamulehti was distributed to 121 135 in the same year 
(Levikintarkastus 2013b). Furthermore, the subscribership to the digital edition of HS is 
high even on an international level, 130 537 in 2012 (Levikintarkastus 2013b). Measured 
by subscribership, Helsingin Sanomat is the largest daily newspaper in all Nordic 
countries (Jyrkiäinen 200?).  
These numbers show that HS is the most widely read daily newspaper in Finland. It is 
published 7 days a week. On January 8th 2013, HS started to be published in tabloid 
format, whereas it had been published in broadsheet until that day since it’s foundation at 
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the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries19 (Taloussanomat 2012). In Finland, the readership 
of newspapers is not particularly politically divided like in many other countries, and HS 
as well as other major newspapers have readers from a great variety of political 
backgrounds. In their principles, HS states to be “a politically independent daily paper, 
which aims at progressing and strengthening democracy, societal justice and the freedom 
of opinion” (Helsingin Sanomat 2013a, my translation). HS is therefore not a newspaper 
written to a politically specific audience, but aims to provide content for a politically 
manifold audience.  
In fall 2012 and spring 2013, 19% of all Finnish people and 50% of the inhabitants of the 
Greater Helsinki20 area were readers of HS (Sanoma 2013)21. The newspaper’s readers 
consist nearly equally of women and men, and all age groups are represented – although 
57% of the readers are 50+ years old (Levikintarkastus 2013c). Those with a high 
education read HS more than others; 48% of the readers have an academic degree22, which 
is a comparably high percentage: 29% of the population has an academic degree (Sanoma 
2013). HS has readers across economic backgrounds and professions, although those with 
a higher income and managerial position form a larger percentage of readers than other 
groups; 33% of the readers belong to the highest economic category (17% of the 
population belong to this group) and 32% are in manager or other high professional 
position (15% of the population belong to this group) (ibid.).  
Apart from being read by a wide readership, HS is seen as the main newspaper for those 
with power, i.e. politicians, business leaders and so on (Klemola 1981, 10). It is, in other 
words, the number one newspaper for both the general public across the nation as well as 
                                                
19 The first copy of the predecessor of HS, Päivälehti, was published in 1889. In 1904 Päivälehti was 
suspended by the authorities, but later in the same year Helsingin Sanomat was established (Klemola 1981, 
17-18).  
20 Helsinki and the neighboring municipalities of Espoo, Vantaa and Kauniainen. 
21 ”Population” in this paragraph refers to the Finnish population of over 12-year-olds (excluding the Aland 
Islands), who have either Finnish or Swedish as their native language (4 459 000) (Levikintarkastus 2013d). 
22 Including both degrees from traditional universities and from universities of applied sciences. 
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for the ruling elite23 and therefore holds an undeniable position in the public debate and in 
the formation of the public opinion.  
6.2 Collection of Data and Selection Criteria 
Discourse analytical studies differ from many other types of studies in their relatively 
small sample size (Potter & Wetherell 1987, 161). Due to the time-consuming and 
laborious nature of discourse analysis, and because a large body of data does not 
necessarily provide more validity to the research results, it is imperative for discourse 
analysts to restrict themselves (ibid.). Like Potter and Wetherell (1987, 161) point out, 
including hundreds of interviews (or in this case, letters to the editor) does not necessarily 
add more material for the analysis than including a few dozen interviews; a single 
interviewee uses multiple different interpretative repertoires in one interview anyway, so 
there is no need to include hundreds of interviewees. However, it is the research questions 
that set the demands for what should be included in the data (ibid.). In the present study, it 
is stated in the research question that I want to study how racism is formulated, 
rationalized and described in the racism discussion. 
In order to capture the vibrant discussion following the Abu-Hanna text published on 30th 
December 2012, I chose to collect my data from the newspapers published within one 
month from the Abu-Hanna text, i.e. the data was collected from 31st December 2012 to 
31st January 2013. During this one-month long period, there were two days when HS was 
not published; 1st January (due to New Year’s Day) and 7th January (due to technical 
reasons, as HS started to be published in tabloid format on the 8th of January). Instead of 
using a search word, I systematically reviewed the ‘Opinion’ section of all the newspapers 
published during the one-month-long period. The data was collected from the digital 
version and online archive of Helsingin Sanomat24, subject to charge25. All material 
collected from the archives is material that has been published in the print version of 
                                                
23 ‘The ruling elite’ is a term used by van Dijk: he studies the ‘racism of the elites’, where by ‘elites’ van 
Dijk refers to those who have “symbolic ‘capital’, and in particular […] preferential access to public 
discourse” (van Dijk 2008, 106). 
24 www.hs.fi/digilehti  
25 As a subscriber of the digital edition of Helsingin Sanomat, I have access to the online archives. 
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Helsingin Sanomat (as well as the chargeable digital version). Some of the letters to the 
editor may have additionally been published on the newspaper’s online version hs.fi. 
By reviewing the newspapers one by one instead of using a search word I could be sure 
not to exclude any relevant texts published during the monitoring period. Reading the 
headings of the letters to the editor (hereafter referred to as ‘letters’) quickly revealed 
which texts were concerned with completely different topics than the racism discussion, 
and therefore which ones needed to be read in order to define if they would be relevant to 
include in the data or not. All in all, 26 letters published during the monitoring period 
somehow handled the racism discussion or Abu-Hanna. Out of these, two letters were left 
out because they do not contain analyzable material in regards to the research question of 
this study. These two letters only mention Abu-Hanna’s text in passing; “Why are we 
afraid of other people?”26 and “Going against the grain means facing prejudices”27 
mention Abu-Hanna’s experiences as something similar to what is going on elsewhere in 
other societal phenomena, but do not talk about racism.  
As a result, the data was narrowed down to 24 letters, published on altogether 10 different 
days (see figure 3). Like the chart shows, the great majority of the texts were published 
within the first half of January, and the discussion on racism conducted in the letters to the 
editor therefore was at its height during the first two weeks of the month. 
                                                
26 Miksi pelkäämme muita ihmisiä? 3rd January 2013 
27 Vastavirtaan kulkeva joutuu kohtaamaan ennakkoluuloja 6th January 2013 
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Figure 3 - Data Articles by Date of Publishing 
The letters are listed in Appendix 2, where the original title, English translation of the title, 
and the publication date of each letter is noted. The texts vary in length, the longest one 
being “Multiculturalism is often left in the shadows”28 (8th January 2013), which consists 
of 342 words, whereas the shortest text “Was My Question Racist?”29 (9th January 2013) 
consists of 72 words. Most of the texts are between half and one page long. Appendix 3 
contains my English translation of one of the letters in order to provide an example of the 
data texts.  
In the analysis, I have numbered the extracts according to the order they are presented in, 
and I have additionally marked the number of the letter where the extract is taken from in 
all extracts. By locating the letter’s number in Appendix 2 it is possible for the reader to 
identify the letter that the extract in question is taken from; however, in order to follow the 
analysis this kind of identification is not necessary, as I aim to provide as much contextual 
information about the extract’s letter as is needed for the analysis. As the letters are 
written by ‘ordinary people’, i.e. not public figures, I have not included the names or 
                                                
28 Monikulttuurisuus jää usein pimentoon 
29 Oliko kysymykseni rasistinen? 
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pseudonyms of the authors of the letters in Appendix 230. Where there are references to 
authors of other letters in extracts, I have replaced these with an ‘X’ in order to protect the 
authors’ anonymity.  
6.3 Method of Analysis  
Just like the theoretical foundation, the methodology of this study is derived from multiple 
strands and researchers within discourse analysis. Discourse analysis is not tied to any 
single method, the using of which would mean doing discourse analysis (Potter & 
Wetherell 1987, 175). Therefore the methodology to each discourse analytical study must 
be chosen and tailored based on the data at hand, research questions and other research 
considerations (Suoninen 1999, 106). Firstly, my methodological approach is strongly 
influenced by Fairclough (2003), which can be seen in my understanding of the data texts 
situated in the three-layer model as the framework of the analysis. Like Fairclough (2003, 
2-3) suggests, (critical) discourse analysis is at its best when the researcher moves 
“between a focus on specific texts” (ibid., 3) and a focus on the social context of the texts, 
i.e. engaging with social theoretical issues. In other words, the close analysis of texts is not 
in itself enough, but must be linked to the surrounding social context. This is also what I 
aim to do – the social context of racism and immigration issues in Finland (as discussed in 
chapter 4) is closely linked to the textual analysis.  
In his study of text, Fairclough uses a highly detailed system of linguistic analysis, 
developed by himself based on Systematic Functional Linguistics by Michael Halliday 
(Fairclough 2003, 5). This is where my approach differs from that of Fairclough’s and 
draws from Billig (1987, 1991), Potter (1996) and the other researchers working within 
discursive psychology. My approach therefore uses rhetorical study as the means of 
analysis: where Fairclough (2003) concentrates his analysis on the detailed grammatical, 
semantic and other linguistic characteristics of a text, I pay attention to the rhetorical 
means that are used to make convincing claims, confrontational argumentation and fact-
like statements in order to analyze the data. One of the main reasons I use the rhetorical 
approach in my analysis, instead of for example Fairclough’s detailed linguistic analysis, 
                                                
30 One of the letters is signed by a pseudonym, others have identified authors. Helsingin Sanomat only 
allows letters written by pseudonyms in cases where the content of the letter is sensitive and personal 
(Helsingin Sanomat 2013b).  
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lies in the data. The letters to the editor are argumentative in nature; the authors wish to 
convey their ideas or approaches to the discussed topic as the right ones and to convince 
others to their side. These ‘ideas’ are then best studied through those argumentative means 
that are used, in a manner to get ‘behind the words’ in what is claimed in a text by looking 
at how it is claimed. I find that the rhetorical study of text serves well in this task.  
I started the analysis process by firstly reading through all the 24 data texts. I had already 
done a preliminary reading of these texts in the process of restricting the data and 
choosing the most relevant texts, but I considered it imperative to carefully read through 
the texts again in this phase. I did so with the research question in mind, but otherwise 
with as few expectations and preconceptions as possible. While reading the texts, I made 
some preliminary notes on the content and point of view of the text. The aim of this first 
phase was to get well acquainted with the data and to develop a good overview of the texts 
and their content. 
After a careful reading of the texts, I had developed a good overview about the data and 
what kinds of issues the texts are engaged with. The next step was to get better acquainted 
with the texts in order to identify the different interpretative repertoires at use. Instead of 
using some sort of strict coding tool to code the content of the texts, I used a more loosely 
structured way of getting better acquainted with the texts. I did so by re-reading the texts a 
number of times, while taking extensive notes about how the different rhetorical means 
are used (see figure 4 in chapter 7). Although the methodology is mostly drawn from the 
field of discursive psychology, especially in this phase my analysis process was also 
influenced by Fairclough (2003). For example, I at times paid much attention to the 
different verb forms, actors and sentence types in order to analyze the rhetorical strategies 
of fact construction. This phase could also be understood as coding the texts (cf. Wetherell 
& Potter 1992, 100-101), as I took notes of and marked the passages concerning certain 
themes across the different texts. It is at this phase where I started to actually analyze what 
is being done with the different rhetorical means by asking about why specific ways of 
rhetoric are used. I did so by identifying and paying close attention to the different 
strategies of fact construction and pondering what kinds of facts are being constructed 
with these strategies. Asking these why questions in conjunction with the how and what 
questions was an important step in the analysis. This process was lengthy; what exactly to 
pay attention to in the texts was slowly revealed as the work progressed, which means I 
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had to move from one text to another and again back to the previous text (cf. Wetherell & 
Potter 1992, 101). For example, there are two reoccurring metaphors in the data texts – 
metaphor of racism as a disease, and metaphor of fighting racism as warfare – that I at 
first did not see as connected. However, when the interpretative repertoire of racism as 
inherently evil started to appear (see 7.3), I understood that both of these metaphors were 
constructing an idea of racism as an enemy, essentially building the same repertoire.  
It soon became apparent that the strategies of fact construction had to be analyzed in 
connection to their context; my emphasis is not on studying the strategies themselves, but 
on how they are used to depict certain manifestations of interpretative repertoires as the 
truth. Therefore the context of the analyzed strategies was an essential aspect in 
understanding what is being done with these strategies. In my analysis I strived to always 
understand the wider context of an analyzed section to the rest of the letter it is a part of, 
even though the letters included sections that do not directly contain material for analysis. 
Taking a specific section’s context into account allowed me to understand what is being 
done with the specific strategies of fact construction: for example irony is difficult to 
understand without a contextual reading. Related to this, it was also important to note how 
the specific letters were related to each other; some could be read as direct replies to other, 
previously published letters, and this kind of intertextuality (see Fairclough 2003, 39-61) 
was also important to note. 
Following Wetherell and Potter (1992, 101-102) I used the search for variability as an 
important analytical tool in identifying the different interpretative repertoires. This also 
helped understand the letters to the editor as manifesting multiple interpretative repertoires 
and not trying to pinpoint a specific repertoire for each letter. This was revealing, because 
even though some letters seemed to be portraying racism particularly from the point of 
view of one repertoire, they often included passages that seemed inconsistent. By a careful 
attention to these passages, I could find similarities to sections in other letters and realize 
they were building the same repertoire. Sometimes interpretative repertoires within 
individual letters seemed to overlap, and some sections can be seen to contribute 
simultaneously to two or even more repertoires. This kind of analytical work was 
especially demanding and revealed itself only after a lengthy process of analysis. 
Consequently, the division of interpretative repertoires kept changing for a long time as 
the analysis progressed. The search for variability also allowed me to understand how 
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some repertoires were built in contrast to some other repertoires. For example the 
naturalness repertoire (7.1) and the civilization repertoire (7.2) were in many ways built in 
opposition to each other. However, even these two repertoires were in many instances 
built in parallel to each other; both describe racism as something internal and shared by all 
human beings. It was an important aspect of the analysis to consider how the repertoires 
were built in many cases as contradictions to each other, and at times in parallel with each 
other. 
Finally, it must be stressed that one of the most important aspects of the analysis was 
taking the wider context of the studied texts into account. Subtle wordings could easily be 
overlooked in the analysis process if their connection to the societal context and other 
texts was overlooked. I have given an overview of racism and multiculturalism in Finland 
in section 4.2, and all this information, together with getting well acquainted with many 
other texts published in connection to the racism discussion in early 2013, was important 
to bear in mind throughout the analysis process.  
6.4 Reflections and Validity  
Within discourse analysis, a researcher can have many different approaches to the studied 
data that guide the analysis. A reflection on the researcher’s position is important and can 
guide the reader in assessing the validity of the study (Juhila 1999, 201-232). Juhila (ibid.) 
separates three researcher positions: the analyst, the lawyer and the interpreter. Where the 
analyst diminishes their role and justifies their interpretations of the data as much as 
possible with the participants’ orientation (i.e. what the participants of the data, like 
persons whose conversation is being analyzed, indicate as significant or as relevant points 
of analysis) (ibid., 203-207), the researcher positions of a lawyer and an interpreter 
emphasize the researcher’s own role in the process of analysis more. The interpreter 
stresses that there are many possible ways of interpreting and analyzing the data, which 
are affected by the researcher’s interpretation resources as a cultural actor (ibid., 212-219). 
In this way, the interpreter’s own everyday knowledge of the studied data influences the 
study. The lawyer, on the other hand, takes a critical stand towards the studied data, with 
the aim of revealing an unequal power relation (e.g. a feminist discourse analytical study, 
where the researcher aims to reveal the patriarchal basis of a political speech) and 
questioning ‘facts’ which are usually taken for granted (ibid., 207-212). This way the 
study with a researcher’s position as a lawyer is generally politically driven and 
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emancipatory. The researcher’s position is traditionally that of a lawyer in critical 
discourse analytical studies; the researchers position themselves in the position of the 
oppressed or the victim of some social wrong, which can be seen for example in the vast 
number of critical discourse analytical studies of racist talk (see e.g. van Dijk 1992; 2001; 
2008; and Wodak 1991; 2001; and Wodak & Reisigl 2003).  
My researcher position can be understood as a combination of the lawyer and interpreter 
roles. As an interpreter, my own cultural resources as a member of the same society than 
the studied texts’ authors guide my analysis and reading of the texts, and I aim to make 
this transparent. If someone with differing cultural resources carried out the same analysis, 
they might make very different interpretations. On the other hand, I also take the position 
of a lawyer by critically examining self-evident ‘facts’ and questioning these in the name 
of social constructionism (see chapter 3).  
Any study must be accompanied by reflections on the validity of the study, and researches 
within discursive psychology perhaps even more so. As science is often seen as a 
discursive battle within DP, “[m]any social constructionists, including discursive 
psychologists, view their own studies as discursive constructions that do not provide the 
only possible representation of the world but, rather, just one version which is part of the 
discursive struggle within the research field in question” (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 116). 
Therefore the question arises: how can researchers within DP claim that their 
representation of the world is the correct or preferable one? The answer lies in reflexivity 
and the evaluation of validity (Jørgensen & Phillips 2002, 116-118).   
Potter and Wetherell (1987, 169-172) suggest evaluating the validity of a study through 
reflections on the coherence, participants’ orientation, new arising problems and the 
fruitfulness of the research. I have aimed at being coherent in the analysis, accounting also 
for exceptions and variations within interpretative repertoires. Therefore the analysis is 
coherent in taking all relevant passages – even those that might oppose the general 
tendencies of a particular interpretative repertoire – into account, and I have not merely 
disregarded these as not passing the analysis, but have analyzed these as well. Further, I 
have aimed at being as transparent as possible in explaining the methodology and analysis 
process, so that the way that the analysis was conducted is clear to the reader.  
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By participants’ orientation, Potter and Wetherell (1987, 170-171) suggest that the 
researcher should validate their study by looking for evidence in the people’s orientation 
as an argument for the researcher’s orientation. This means that if an author of letter X 
treats the letter Y as irony, it gives a good backing for me as the researcher to also 
interpret letter Y as irony. I have taken participants’ orientation into account by reading 
the letters as connected to each other as texts in the same chain of texts, therefore paying 
special attention to the intertextuality of the letters. However, as the letters are not 
comparable to a real-life conversation, where arguments and counter-arguments follow 
each other, only a fraction of the analyzed passages can be backed up by another letter’s 
author’s reading. Furthermore, as my position as a researcher is not that of an analyst (see 
above), using participants’ orientation as a method of reflection of the validity is not 
necessarily that relevant.  
Another way of validating discourse analysis is the reflection on new problems that arise 
during the course of the study (ibid., 172). There are a number of new issues for further 
research that I will introduce in chapter 8.3; the analysis does not merely provide answers 
for questions, but presents new questions. Lastly, Potter and Wetherell (1987, 171-171) 
suggest that perhaps the most important measurement for validity is to reflect upon its 
fruitfulness. In the field of research on racism and immigration in Finland, the present 
study is fruitful in understanding the ways in which racism is described and treated. This 
kind of research is therefore fruitful in understanding the public discussion surrounding 
racism and could offer a way into entering that discussion. On the other hand, I have 
aimed at revealing some of the rhetorical means that are used to portray certain ‘facts’ 
about racism, which, in the discourse analytical tradition is also fruitful research.  
Lastly, I have truly aimed at being socially constructionist throughout this study, which 
means that I have questioned many normally taken-for-granted ‘truths’, not only in the 
analysis of the data but also in the other parts of this thesis.   
     
7 ANALYSIS 
The formulation of racism occurs through five different interpretative repertoires in the 
studied texts. These repertoires are: 1) the naturalness repertoire; 2) the civilization 
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repertoire; 3) the evilness repertoire; 4) the economy repertoire; and 5) the Finnishness 
repertoire. As a part of the fifth repertoire I will also analyze the ways in which racism as 
a part of Finnishness becomes denied in the data; these denials can be understood as a 
counter repertoire to the Finnishness repertoire. To summarize, through these repertoires, 
racism is rationalized and explained in the following ways: 1) racism is natural and 
universal; 2) (an individual’s) racism is a consequence of their surroundings; 3) racism is 
an utmost evil phenomenon; 4) racism is an economical hindrance; and 5) racism is an 
inseparable aspect of Finnishness. The five interpretative repertoires and how they are 
manifested in argumentation are described in figure 4. 
Interpretative Repertoires and Argumentation 
Interpretative 
repertoire: 
Naturalness 
repertoire 
(7.1) 
Civilization 
repertoire 
(7.2) 
Evilness 
repertoire 
(7.3) 
Economy 
repertoire 
(7.4) 
Finnishness 
repertoire 
(7.5) 
Key words: Universality; 
biology 
Morality; 
thinking 
Evil; good 
and bad 
Monetary 
value 
Culture; 
nation; 
identity 
Content: Scientific and 
genetic ‘facts’ 
from natural 
sciences as 
explanations 
of racism; 
universality of 
racism 
Moral duty 
to be non-
racist; 
education 
and 
civilization 
as keys to 
non-racism 
Good 
people are 
not racists, 
racists are 
evil 
Economic 
growth 
important; 
racism 
must be 
fought, it is 
a hindrance 
to 
economy 
Finnish 
history, 
culture and 
collective 
bad self-
esteem 
explain 
racism 
Characterizing 
rhetoric and 
linguistic 
means: 
Categorizing; 
commonplaces 
of biology and 
science; ‘man 
Speaker 
category as 
entitlement 
Metaphors 
of war and 
disease; 
contrasting 
racists and 
Contrasting 
money and 
racism 
Commonpla
ces of 
Finnish 
culture and 
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as an animal’ non-racists history 
Argumentation, 
strategies of 
fact 
construction 
(used in the 
manifestations 
of all 
repertoires): 
- speaker category as entitlement 
- footing 
- corroboration by consensus or expert statement 
- alienating other alternatives 
- categorization 
- convincing with details and narratives 
- quantification 
- metaphors 
- extremization and minimization 
- the three-part list 
- contrast 
- repetition 
- protecting oneself from a potential counter-argument 
- irony 
Figure 4 – Interpretative Repertoires and Argumentation  
The interpretative repertoires sometimes overlap and many texts manifest multiple 
different repertoires, explaining racism in multiple ways. 
In this chapter, I will analyze how the claims based on these repertoires are argued as 
factual by looking at one repertoire at a time. I start the presentation of each interpretative 
repertoire with a general description, which is followed by multiple extracts and their 
analysis demonstrating how the repertoire in question is manifested in the letters. Each 
strategy of fact construction is discussed as part of the analysis of an extract where it is 
operationalized, however in more detail when first operationalized to avoid repetition.   
7.1 The Naturalness Repertoire  
This interpretative repertoire describes racism as something natural and universal. It builds 
a view of racism as a universal problem, and therefore this repertoire often contests the 
repertoire of racism as an aspect of Finnishness by explaining racism as something that all 
people across the world share.  
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The repertoire is built in speech of universality, where the particular of ‘racism in Finland’ 
is positioned within the category of ‘general worldwide racism’. Racism is connected to 
global phenomena (as a contradiction to the Finnish culture) as well as to natural 
(biological and genetic) development, and historical ‘proof’ of racism as something that 
has always existed everywhere is used as evidence of the natural and universal nature of 
racism.  
The repertoire draws from the language of the natural and biological and positions the 
human being as an artifact of nature, as one of the animal kingdom. ‘Inherent’ behavior 
and ‘genes’ are presented as the explaining factors of racism, as well as the historically 
long timeframes; ‘hundreds of years’, ‘prehistoric’, ‘wars and centuries’. On the one hand, 
Finns are paralleled with human beings worldwide by discussing racism as a global 
phenomenon, and the similarity of all people of the world (members of the category 
‘humans’) is in this manner stressed. On the other hand, the repertoire (re)produces a 
strong ‘us/them’ division between racists and the objects of racism, thus stressing the 
difference and otherness of some members of the category in comparison to the others.  
 
Extract 1 (letter 17).  
“The researcher and author Jared Diamond tells about his travels in New Guinea, the 
population of which had been in isolation until the 20th century. As long as he 
approached the villages with respect and by asking for permission, he was well 
received. He was however always warned about the next village, where the inhabitants 
were primitive cannibals. They would kill the visitor immediately. 
People did not know each other in this country divided by mountains. When the 
people of the country furthermore spoke hundreds of different kinds of languages, they 
hardly knew anything about each other. That’s why a deep suspicion and fear of other 
people’s dangerousness prevailed.”i3132 
 
Extract 1 presents the starting paragraphs of letter 1733, titled ‘Racism is in our genes’. 
Here, the author starts by recounting a story about a researcher and author and his travels 
in New Guinea. The author does not tell much about Jared Diamond (for example, where is 
he from? When were he on these travels he tells about?), and mentioning his profession as 
                                                
31 The original Finnish extracts are placed as endnotes in Appendix 4. 
32 Underlining in extracts is my addition and aimed to help the reader in reading the analysis.  
33 The titles of all letters to the editor are listed in Appendix 2. 
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a researcher and author (in comparison to e.g. ‘ordinary man’) surely brings more validity 
to the anecdote. This is a form of speaker category as entitlement (Jokila 1999, 135; Potter 
1996, 114) – certain speaker categories give more legitimacy to one’s arguments; when 
talking about a disease, a doctor’s argument is more likely believed than a layman’s, for 
example. Here, Diamond’s experiences are taken to be more believable because of his 
prestigious profession as a researcher. In this example, the speaker that is categorized as 
prestigious is not the author of the text, but Diamond, whose narrative the author uses to 
back up his view. 
Starting a text with an anecdote is a means of convincing with narrative (Jokinen 1999, 
144-146); instead of just stating that ‘human beings are afraid of people they do not know’, 
the author gives the reader the argument in a narrative form, which allows the readers to 
draw the conclusion themselves, as well as allow the author’s position to appear as neutral. 
Simultaneously, the narrative in this instance blurs the division between what the 
researcher and author Jared Diamond has stated and what the author of the text is stating; 
the reader has no way of knowing which parts of the second paragraph are ‘facts’ presented 
by Diamond and which ones are interpretations of the author, here presented as factual. 
This is especially important for the last sentence of the extract; is the fact-like conclusion 
Diamond’s words, or the author’s words?  
 
Extract 2 (letter 17). 
“Human beings have spent hundreds of thousands of years living in small packs. 
Every strange human has been a competitor from the hunting lands and a likely 
enemy. The new surroundings have not demolished the inherent atmosphere of 
suspicion and fear; our genes hail from the small pack of the Stone Age. […]  
And so our suspicion is directed at people who look or feel strange, be it by 
appearances, speech or the way they dress. That is why populist racism is so 
dangerous; it appeals to our Stone Age genes. That’s why it is so easy to provoke.”ii 
 
Extract 2 links the narrative of the beginning of the letter to the contemporary times and 
racism today. The very specific example of how the people of New Guinea have 
reportedly behaved according to Diamond is in extract 2 linked to the general level of 
‘human beings’. The beginning of the extract uses quantification to construct the claim as 
factual (Jokinen 1999, 146); ‘hundreds of thousands of years’ surely makes the claim 
more convincing than ‘a really long time’. 
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Interestingly, whereas the start of the letter is mostly written in the passive tense (‘he was 
received’, ‘he was warned’ in extract 1; ‘has been a competitor’ etc.), the end of extract 2 
shows how the author starts to write about ‘our genes’, ‘our suspicion’ and so on. How 
‘we’ are, by our genes, is in this manner linked to the historical and genetic development 
of human beings, and racism is therefore presented as logical and natural; it is how our 
nature works. The historical fear of the other (which is presented as something factual, not 
only the author’s understanding or belief) and the modern day racism are connected subtly 
in a way that the readers ‘connect the dots’ themselves, with a concluding outcome 
presented by the author as a fact: ‘that is why…’. In this text, the naturalness repertoire is 
used as a resource for excusing racism by the categorization of (populist) racism as a 
natural outcome of the human being’s historical and biological developments. 
Extract 2 also shows that words that have to do with biology and nature are used over 
words that have to do with culture when drawing on the naturalness repertoire; the 
‘atmosphere of suspicion and fear’ are inherent and in our genes, and even the new 
surroundings we live in have not managed to demolish them.  
 
Extract 3 (letter 15). 
“Us humans, also others than Finns, have an extremely strong tendency of grouping 
people to us and them. Yugoslavia was divided into six immediately after the rule 
loosened. Separatists have just won in Catalonia, even though Spaniards have for 
hundreds of years shared their lives under the rule of a common king. […] 
Even wars and centuries do not seem to suffice in reaching the experience of 
community.”iii 
 
In extract 3, the author categorizes ‘us’ – himself and the imagined readers – not as Finns, 
but as ‘humans’. The author could surely be categorized as both a Finn and a human (and 
most people would certainly see ‘Finns’ as a sub-category of ‘humans’), and in a different 
situation he would likely rather use the categorization of Finns instead of that of humans – 
but what matters and is especially interesting about categorization here is its contextual 
use (Jokinen 1999, 142). Categorizing ‘us’ as ‘humans’, i.e. members of the universal 
human kind, portrays racism (or division of people to us and them) as a general 
characteristic of the category ‘humans’, instead of something that (only) the category 
‘Finns’ is characterized by. ‘Finns’ in this instance can also be treated as a particular 
placed in the category of ‘humans’; the human category is then understood as consisting 
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of Finns, Danes, Brits, and a vast number of other nationalities. Then the emphasis on ‘us’ 
belonging into the category of humans rather than Finns as special can be understood as an 
argument for categorization, stressing how much in common ‘we’ have with the rest of the 
humans, as opposed to arguing for particularization, stressing how unique Finns are in this 
regard (cf. Billig 1987, 139-140). This categorization is an argumentative means, through 
which the naturalness repertoire becomes manifested. 
The categorization of ‘us’ as humans is followed by examples of community and division 
in other countries, and how universally people tend not to reach the ‘experience of 
community’. Since the author has already argued for categorizing us in the universal 
category of humans, the following arguments about the other particulars of this group – 
Yugoslavians, Catalans, Spaniards – are given as examples of what the category of 
humans is, and therefore how ‘we’ are. Rhetorical strategies used here include 
extremization (‘extremely strong’, ‘divided immediately’, ‘even wars and centuries’), 
quantification (‘divided into six’, ‘hundreds of years’, ‘centuries’) and contrast (‘us and 
them’, ‘divided’ after the rule, separatists’ winning and ‘hundreds of years under a 
common king’) (cf. Jokinen 1999, 148-155).  
 
Extract 4 (letter 24). 
“Genes of course hail from even further from the prehistory, and when thinking about 
the reasons of racism it would be good to think about the territorial and clan behavior 
of other primates. The same seems to be transferring to the behavior of human beings, 
irrespective of culture, and seems to be continuing even today as recurring tribal wars 
across the world. Territorial behavior is not only a “defect” of primates – most of the 
other organisms do it as well.”iv  
 
In extract 4, the explanation of racism as natural and universal force is backed up by a 
categorization of human beings as animals. Whereas in extracts 2 and 3 ‘we’ are 
categorized in the general category of humans, the author of letter 24 draws on the 
common-sense understanding of evolution theory. The claim that human beings 
descended from other primates is taken as for granted in the text, marked by the use of ‘of 
course’ in relation to the origin of modern day genes. Like Billig (1987) presents, 
common sense consists of different commonplaces that at times are contradictory. Here 
the author refers to one commonplace to present his claim as factual.  
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Again, the categorization of humans as the members of a more general category (the 
animal world) leads to using other particulars of that category to reveal something about 
the nature of racism. When even most organisms behave territorially, then it must only be 
natural that human beings do so as well. Quite interestingly, the connection between 
animal and human behavior is portrayed through ‘tribal wars across the world’ instead of 
just ‘wars’ across the world. Although the author links humanity (in general) to the 
animal world, he does so by linking the tribal people (instead of people in general, or for 
example Europeans) with animals. On the surface, the general nature of human beings as 
animals can be understood to be used as a manifestation of the repertoire of racism as 
natural and universal; but it is here done by drawing on the once common sense, now 
outdated western understanding of certain races or ethnicities being less developed than 
others; the particular of ‘tribal people’ becomes reproduced as more animal-like than the 
civilized westerners.   
 
Extract 5 (letter 24). 
“From a historical viewpoint the man has taken ‘strangers’ as his slaves on all 
continents until the very recent times, including in the prehistoric Finland. Evidence 
nearly from the Stone Age about the enslaving and contempt of other tribes is found 
among others in the Old Testament, Kalevala34 and Homer’s works.”v 
 
Extract 5 shows how the author of letter 24 further links the human behavior to the animal 
behavior he has described at an earlier point. In this extract, ‘prehistoric Finland’ is 
especially mentioned in connection to ‘all continents’ in relation to a negative trait, 
enslaving others. This way the author draws a simile between Finland and the rest of the 
world, therefore categorizing Finland together with the other nations of the world. This is 
a similar categorization to that in extract 3; both of these build a view of racism and the 
things it is based on as universal. Belonging to the category of all humans is then stressed 
and these racist practices’ belonging to the universal human being category are also 
emphasized. 
One rhetorical means of fact construction is the three-part list (Jokinen 1999, 152-153; 
Potter 1996, 195-197). By giving three examples the list can be deemed as portraying 
                                                
34 The Finnish national epic 
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something else than just a coincidence, i.e. a list of three items is understood as portraying 
a pattern or phenomenon, not just a single event (Potter 1996, 196). In extract 5, a three-
part list is provided as ‘evidence’ of humans as generally enslaving the strangers; in this 
instance, the author also includes a Finnish work ‘Kalevala’ to again tie Finnishness and 
the Finnish history to the universal phenomenon. Furthermore, the use of ‘among others’ 
in connection to the three-part list here makes the list seem longer, that the author could 
present more options if there was a need for it (cf. Jokinen 1999, 152).  
Extract 5 is a good example of speech that is made to seem factual by diminishing the role 
of the author (Jokinen 1999, 140). The author’s voice is faded; ‘from a historical point of 
view’ and ‘evidence is found’ create a view of neutral facts, where the author is only a 
messenger. The same can be analyzed in extract 4 in the passive forms of ‘it would be 
good’, ‘seems to be transferring’ and ‘seems to be continuing’ – instead of using a clear 
agent to describe who (the author) thinks it would be good and so on. Potter (1996, 150-
158) calls this kind of speech as ‘constructing out-there-ness’. 
7.2 The Civilization Repertoire 
This interpretative repertoire is much built in comparison and as a contesting view to the 
racism as natural and universal repertoire discussed above. Where the above discussed 
repertoire builds on the understanding of the human being as an artifact of nature, this 
repertoire is based on seeing humans as cultural, civilized and moral beings who function 
as members of a society. The language of morality, culture, learning, thinking and 
philosophy is much drawn upon. 
The interpretative repertoire simultaneously portrays racism as something brought on by 
the society’s and culture’s influence and the view of human beings being affected by their 
surroundings, and racism as an issue at the individual level, where the responsibility of 
acting in a non-racist way is the thinking human being’s. The membership of a certain 
culture and society is seen as having consequences on individuals, but people are not 
described as mindless puppets, but actively thinking individuals.  
Racism becomes compared to and likened with other societal and individual issues and is 
placed in a societal context in that way. In this manner, racism is described as (only) one 
of the problems of the modern Finnish society. 
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Although there is no special tendency of attributing racism as either an especially Finnish 
or universal phenomenon, the language of this repertoire draws on similarities between 
‘them and us’ instead of creating a bipolarization between racists and the objects of racism 
(or racists and non-racists). Therefore the overarching similarity of all people is used as an 
argument against racism. This occurs as an appeal to the thinking human being’s rationale, 
according to which one should understand how similar people of different skin color, 
religion or ethnicity in the end are, and therefore that racism is senseless.  
 
Extract 6 (letter 21). 
“X35 wrote (HS Opinion 12.1) with the heading ‘Racism is in our genes’. Like my 
Finnish teacher used to say, the heading did not match the writing. 
Instead of genes, X explained the geographical and social reasons for the suspicion 
towards strangers, the most central one of these being isolation in the days of yore. 
Culture-historical reasons are much more believable explanations for racism than 
genes, and genes have no place in a moral discussion. Moral requires free will. 
What morally interesting can a person have to say, if he36 does not decide on his own 
thoughts and actions?”vi 
 
Extract 6 presents an example of the use of offensive rhetoric; the author denies the 
accuracy of letter 17 and the repertoire of racism as natural and universal in order to 
support his own argument. The author uses a playful way of denying the correctness of the 
title of letter 17 by using a saying his Finnish teacher used to use and thereafter telling the 
reader what the author of letter 17 in reality wrote about. In this way, the author can turn 
an opposing text around to support his own claim. The reference to what the author’s 
‘teacher used to say’ also contrasts education and civilization with the view of racism as 
natural and genetic, and it is in these kinds of contrasts where the civilization repertoire 
becomes manifested as something opposing the naturalness repertoire. 
Presenting genes and culture-historical reasons in comparison to each other is also a way 
of contrasting two opposite ways of understanding racism. This is effective, because the 
                                                
35 References to authors of other letters to the editor are replaced with ’X’ in the extracts (see 6.2). 
36 The Finnish third person pronoun ’hän’ does not differenciate between male and female (’he’/’she’) – for 
reasons of readibility, I have used ’he’ instead of ’he/she’ in the translations (unless the gender is indicated 
in the original Finnish text). 
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option that the author opposes is presented in a negative light while the option that the 
author supports is given as the better option (cf. Jokinen 1999, 153). The author does that 
by describing culture-historical reasons as ‘much more believable explanations’ than 
genes and then stating – like a fact – that ‘genes have no place in a moral discussion’ and 
that ‘moral requires free will’. This kind of fact-stating speech is powerful, because it does 
not allow the option of other alternatives existing.  
The rhetorical question that follows then closes off the argumentation – it functions as a 
way of summarizing the author’s claim. By using these rhetorical strategies, the author 
effectively builds his argument, racism being essentially a question about morality, as 
factual. The underlying premise in extract 6 is the view of human beings as thinking, 
moral beings, who are not merely guided by their genes. 
 
Extract 7 (letter 24). 
“The prevailing stereotypes of different groups of people in a society affect our brains’ 
information processing involuntarily; negative things are connected to the groups that 
negative stereotypes are already readily available for. Out of the tested employers in 
Sweden, nearly 80 per cent were at least mildly prejudiced based on their reaction 
speed. When there is only a limited supply of time or information, we often trust the 
first evaluation that comes to mind, and then one also discriminates more easily. […] 
X1, Researcher 
X2, Professor of Social Psychology 
The University of Helsinki”vii 
 
The word choice of ‘involuntarily’ and the use of first person plural pronoun in ‘our 
brains’ suggest that a human being is affected by the society’s racism and ethnic 
stereotypes without his/her own will in extract 7. With this structure, we are all depicted as 
the unwilling objects of the society’s stereotypes, and discriminating action (and therefore 
racism) becomes internalized in this manifestation of the civilization repertoire. 
Internalization is however very different than in the naturalness repertoire, since the 
reasons for racism are described as outside of us, as the society’s fault; but nonetheless, 
racism becomes described as something we can all be guilty of. The word choices like 
‘involuntarily’ can be understood as minimization (cf. Potter 1996, 193), as mitigating 
factors: instead of the authors writing that ‘all people are racists because of their 
surroundings’, words that emphasize ‘us’ not wanting to be racists are used to make the 
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idea more approachable. After all, we cannot be held accountable for doing something 
involuntarily, but in a way we are also victims of our society.  
The change of the verb form in the last sentence of extract 7 is also important. The clause 
starts with the passive tense (which is very common in written Finnish), ‘when there is’ 
(again with the description ‘limited supply’ as a mitigating factor), then changes to ‘we 
often trust’ (again stressing that this affects us all) and again changes to the passive tense 
when speaking about discriminating. The change to the passive tense when suggesting that 
discrimination might occur ‘more easily’ can be understood as a way of not accusing 
people directly of discriminating, but suggesting in a more subtle way that if 
discrimination occurred, it would be understandable. These subtle moves between 
different verb forms, actors and word choices are clever ways of winning the reader over 
and convincing him/her about the claim; otherwise the reader could interpret the text as an 
attack and not be convinced of the arguments presented.     
 
Extract 8 (letter 9). 
“The author Umayya Abu-Hanna’s text (HS Sunday 30.12), published in Helsingin 
Sanomat, was a welcomed read. As an immigrant, I have been waiting for a discussion 
on this topic for the whole three decades when I have lived in Finland.  
Often it has seemed like Finland has had difficulties in adjusting to the idea and 
procedures of a multicultural and multivalued society. Unfortunately there is also 
currently a growing group of people in Finland, who lean on extreme-right claims that 
are not based on facts, and attack for example foreigners. At the same time it seems 
like journalists and the social media are to a large extent responsible for the distorted 
racism discussion. 
[…] As a teacher of journalism I am extremely aware of the media’s important role in 
the critical examination of societal questions – however, ethnic topics are addressed 
worryingly little and poorly in Finnish media.”viii 
 
Both in extracts 7 and 8 entitlement by speaker category, quantifying and extremization 
are used as rhetorical strategies. Letter 23 (extract 7) is written by two researchers in the 
field of racism, and aside from explicitly mentioning this in the signature (‘researcher’ and 
‘professor of social psychology’ and ‘University of Helsinki’), the authors’ profession is 
mentioned in the text itself implicitly, by writing about “our recent study”. In this way, 
entitlement by speaker category is used as a rhetorical strategy; the claims the authors 
make in the text acquire legitimacy from the authors’ speaker categorization as a 
researcher and a professor. Professors are commonly accepted as ‘a category of a wise 
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person’ and therefore their claims are more easily believed as factual (Jokinen 1999, 135). 
The authors’ role as researchers is also apparent in the text as speech about research (a 
recent research by the authors and a research in Sweden, referred to in extract 7) is 
common; instead of for example using their personal experiences as a rhetorical strategy, 
the authors report on scientific findings.  
In extract 8, the author uses two different speaker categories as entitlement, ‘an 
immigrant’ and ‘a teacher of journalism’ (also in the signature, where the author’s name is 
followed by “Lecturer, University of Tampere”). Paying attention to the situational use of 
speaker categories can be revealing (Jokinen 1999, 135). The author’s speaker category as 
‘an immigrant’ is used as an entitlement in connection to assessing Abu-Hanna’s text as ‘a 
welcomed read’, whereas the speaker category of ‘a teacher of journalism’ is used as an 
entitlement in connection to criticizing the Finnish media and stressing its important role. 
Therefore the author can obtain an expert position in regards to commenting on both 
aspects with the use of a specific speaker category entitlement. 
The results of the scientific research in extract 7 are quantified numerically: ‘nearly 80 per 
cent’. Quantifying can make complicated phenomena seem like straightforward (Jokinen 
1999, 146) and can be used in many different ways. What is not mentioned in the text, is 
for example what it means when someone is ‘mildly prejudiced’ – the number convinces 
the reader easily as high without the reader having a clear idea on what the research 
measures. Jokinen (1999, 148) suggests that one of the most remarkable things about 
quantifying is that it often overlooks the interpretative nature of quantification; different 
studies and interpretations could provide a much lower percentage than ‘nearly 80’. 
Quantification and extremization are also used in extract 8: ‘whole three decades’, ‘to a 
large extent’, ‘extremely’, ‘little and poorly’. 
Both in extract 7 and 8 the responsibility for racism is at least partially presented to be of 
our surroundings. In extract 7, our brains are ‘involuntarily’ affected by the ‘prevailing 
stereotypes of different groups of people in a society’. Here, an individual’s brains are 
contrasted with the society the individual is a member of. In extract 8, the whole country 
of Finland is presented as struggling with adjusting to the idea of a multicultural society. 
Thereafter ‘attacking foreigners’ is explained as something a ‘growing number of people’ 
do, i.e. only a limited number of people and in no way all of Finland. Lastly, ‘journalists 
and social media’ are presented as the ones responsible for the distorted way of discussing 
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racism. Whereas ‘journalists’ refers to an actual group of people, ‘social media’ is a more 
abstract concept. In this context, ‘social media’ is presented as a human-like actor who can 
be responsible for something. Considering that social media as a whole is something 
where ‘ordinary’ citizens create and share content (as compared to journalists and 
traditional media), the author could have also stressed the individuals’ responsibility for 
the ‘distorted racism discussion’ like she stresses the journalists’ responsibility. In this 
manner, the responsibility of normal people is faded and attached to the structural entities 
‘Finland’ and ‘social media’, only accounting ‘certain groups of people’ and ‘journalists’ 
specifically as those responsible. 
Throughout letter 9, interplay between the society and an individual is present. The letter 
is titled “Multiculturalism is often left in the shadows”, where the use of passive tense 
makes it seem like leaving multiculturalism in the shadows is just something that happens 
without an actor (cf. Jokinen 1999, 141). Passive tense is also much used in statements 
like ‘ethnic topics are addressed worryingly little and poorly in Finnish media’ (extract 8) 
and “the enthusiasm, knowledge and experiences brought on by education, travelling and 
cultural exchange are underestimated, underrated and ignored”ix. Also in these sentences 
the actual actor is left unsaid and connected to the greater body of the surrounding society. 
The individuals who the author refers to throughout the text include journalists and 
teachers, who according to the author do not convey information to the citizens in the right 
manner. Here, the author names certain people, based on their profession, as such who 
have a significant role in the formation of a society into one that accepts multiculturalism. 
The above-mentioned title of the letter also uses a metaphor of multiculturalism being left 
in the shadows. This kind of a metaphor can easily direct the reader towards a certain 
image without the use of extensive argumentation (cf. Jokinen 1999, 150). The sentence 
about underestimating, underrating and ignoring multicultural experiences is also a good 
example of how the three-part list can be used as a rhetorical device; the sentence includes 
no less than three three-part lists. With the use of these three-part lists, the author can 
describe the mentioned areas of multiculturalism that are underestimated as multiple, not 
only individual exceptions – thus effectively manifesting a contrast of 
education/civilization and racism. 
 
Extract 9 (letter 22). 
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“Populist racism has no connections to the Stone Age. Racism is learned behavior. It 
is the result of the social pressure created by the upbringing one gets at home and the 
surrounding group of people. Racism is fostered by a weak self-esteem and a weak 
tolerance for difference. It is made possible by uncivilization. 
The reason for racism is found in the mirror – not in the Stone Age.”x 
 
Letter 22 is a response to letter 17, and just like letter 21 (see extract 6), it is much based 
on offensive rhetoric. The offensive rhetoric will not be analyzed here because it is very 
similar to the analysis of extract 6, but instead I here concentrate on the argumentation of 
extract 9. Extract 9 presents the two finishing paragraphs of the letter, where the author 
makes explicit claims about what racism is caused by. The author denies the view 
presented in letter 17 about racism having its connections to the Stone Age by bluntly 
stating so. This sentence of course draws together the author’s argument that has been 
built in the text earlier as a criticism of the view presented in letter 17. The whole extract 9 
is built from short, statement-like sentences that deny other alternatives. The language of 
the extract concentrates on civilization; learned behavior, social pressure from upbringing 
and surrounding people, self-esteem, weak tolerance for difference and uncivilization are 
provided as the explanations of racism. This builds an image of a human being as a 
civilized or uncivilized person, who is in active interaction with his peers and superiors 
and therefore affected by them. Racism becomes accounted for as something brought onto 
us by our society, but on the other hand, ‘the reason for racism is found in the mirror’ – 
i.e. within the individual’s self. The society is therefore not solely blamed for racism, as 
the individual’s role is also stressed. This juxtaposition of society/individual is significant 
in the manifestations of this repertoire; although the surroundings are portrayed as causing 
‘our’ racism, ‘our’ responsibility is not denied. In extract 9, the author urges the reader to 
look into the mirror when looking for explanations for racism, therefore prompting the 
individuals to take responsibility instead of positioning racism as something natural to us. 
The individual is, after all, a member of the society, and therefore also to blame of racism. 
 
Extract 10 (letter 16). 
“Many forces that hold the society together are based on collective hypocrisy and the 
suppression of one’s immediate interests and desires. […] 
Against this notion, racism, which has been talked about lately, is [the same thing as] 
lacking the mastery of simple social norms. Admitting this is not diminishing racism, 
but a prerequisite for understanding it. […] 
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People who think more carefully claim that this is only the surface  - the real racism is 
hidden in people’s minds and the wider structures. Perhaps this is true, after all the 
western culture is very ‘white’ as well. But is this the object of the current racism 
discussion that is at its height in our country at the moment? Who really casts the first 
stone, maybe some really Good Person?”xi 
 
Letter 16, where extract 10 is taken from, claims that racism is a form of lacking the 
mastery of simple social norms. The individual’s membership of a society is stressed with 
speech about society and how it is ‘held together’, and the assumption that those who do 
not master ‘simple social norms’ are ‘lacking’ a skill, and are therefore racists. In this 
way, an image of a person active in his/her society and mastering the social norms – many 
of which are only based on ‘collective hypocrisy’ according to the author – is portrayed as 
the ideal person, contrasted by those who do not act in this way, and consequently racism 
becomes likened with uncivilization. However, in the last paragraph of the extract, the 
author suggests that some ‘people’ see this as an unsatisfying explanation, claiming that 
‘the real racism is hidden’. The author then admits to the option by offering the 
“whiteness” of the western society as an explanation for this, manifesting therefore the 
repertoire about people being affected by their surroundings. It is worth noting how the 
author distances herself from the idea of racism being hidden in people’s minds and 
structures; throughout the text so far, she has used the passive tense, but when introducing 
this idea, she refers to ‘people’. This footing37 allows the author to distance herself from 
the claim and to ensure she cannot be held accountable for it (Potter 1996,143).  
The author uses the argument about racism being hidden to claim the people participating 
in the racism discussion to be hypocritical. In the beginning of the extract, she already 
claims society to be based on ‘collective hypocrisy’, and at the end of the third paragraph, 
the accusation is presented in the form of two rhetorical questions, the latter one of which 
suggests that one should not condemn others since everyone is guilty of racism. 
Metaphors that draw from such well-known works such as the Bible38 are powerful 
rhetorical tools, because they are widely known and understood. Capitalizing ‘Good 
Person’ further stresses how a person has to extraordinarily good in order to not have 
racism hidden in their minds, just like everyone else.  
                                                
37 The concept of footing was developed by Erving Goffman (Jokinen 1999, 136-138; Potter 1996, 142-149). 
38 ”He who is without sin among you, let him throw the first stone at her.” (The Bible, John 8:7)  
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In the second paragraph of the extract, the author uses the sentence ‘admitting this is not 
diminishing racism’ as a strategy of protecting herself from a potential counter-argument. 
This way the author can aim to prevent the reading of her text as treating racism as 
something less serious than what it is understood as and therefore prevents a potential 
attack (cf. Jokinen 1999, 155). 
 
Extract 11 (letter 21). 
A human being can and has to be tolerant even if he is prejudiced or doesn’t even like 
immigrants. Even those who admit being racists are mainly tolerant. 
Tolerance does not require theory and does not mean forcing oneself in the company 
of immigrants. Tolerance means not doing: not calling different kinds of people 
names, not hitting, not discriminating in job search and not treating in other abnormal 
ways. A tolerant person leaves undone what he does not want to be done to him, and 
wants others to act the same way. If he is brave, he intervenes with wrongdoings.  
That is how we treat strangers or otherwise unpleasant ethnic Finns as well, with most 
of whom we only share the fatherland, mother tongue, the war of brothers39 and maybe 
siskonmakkarasoppa40.”xii 
 
The responsibility of an individual to act in a non-racist way is stressed in extract 11: ‘a 
human being can and has to be tolerant’. The author uses the term ‘tolerant’ as the contrast 
of racist, but not as excluding each other; ‘even those who admit being racists are mainly 
tolerant’. These kinds of structures position racism as something multifaceted; one can be 
a racist, but still tolerant. ‘Tolerance’ is described as the goal, instead of e.g. anti-racism 
(see 8.1 Discussion). 
The author describes tolerance as passive doing; it is something that is left undone (like 
hitting or discriminating), and a tolerant person ‘leaves undone what he does not want to 
be done to him’. Unlike many other texts, letter 21 does not call people to action, but 
stresses what people should not do. This is also done with the help of figurative speech, 
which again is based on a widely known saying ‘Do unto others as you would have them 
do to you’. However, the active form of doing something to others has been turned into 
the passive action; leave undone to others what you would have them not do to you. 
                                                
39 ‘Veljessota’, a name sometimes used for the Finnish Civil War. 
40 A Finnish dish, literally translated as ’sister’s sausage soup’.  
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Tolerance and therefore racism could be analyzed as being diminished in extract 11; the 
author stresses all the things tolerance does not mean and require, and defines tolerance 
through the negation. A parallel between the usual objects of racism, immigrants, and 
ethnic Finns is drawn in the last paragraph of the extract, therefore suggesting that 
immigrants and ethnic Finns deserve and should be treated in the same way. Although the 
parallel seems to be creating equivalence between the immigrants and ethnic Finns, the 
analysis of a few details is fruitful. Firstly, the comparison the author makes is between 
the objects of racism (immigrants) and ‘strangers or otherwise unpleasant ethnic Finns’. 
Immigrants are therefore positioned as equal to those who we do not like and consider as 
‘us’, but have to tolerate, and therefore they are categorized as rather something negative 
than positive. Secondly, the vivid wordplay of what different ethnic Finns share with each 
other uses the terminology of a family; father, mother, brother and sister. Although it is 
written that ‘we only share’ these four things with many of the Finns we only tolerate, the 
imagery of a family becomes apparent. Sharing a family with the other ethnic Finns is not 
insignificant, but instead recreates an image of a nation as a family; expressions like 
‘father land’ and ‘mother tongue’ can be seen to compare a nation’s connection to a blood 
tie shared by family members, which one does not choose, but is born with  (cf. Jørgensen 
& Phillips 1999, 179). This kind of imagery then clearly leaves the immigrants outside of 
the family of Finns, portraying the immigrants as outsiders. 
7.3 The Evilness Repertoire  
In this interpretative repertoire, racism is described as outside of the speaker and as 
something purely negative. Racism becomes described as the inherent evil, which cannot 
be explained or understood, but must be fought with power. Especially metaphors of 
warfare and diseases are used as manifestations for this. 
The strong externalization of racism often becomes manifested in accounts by the author 
using a specific speaker category as entitlement. This is mostly the speaker category of a 
victim (or more specifically, a parent of a victim) of racism, where the negative effects of 
racism are stressed in order to formulate racism as purely evil and outside of the speaker. 
The speaker category of an ordinary person can also be used in order to externalize racism 
to a certain group of people and as denied as something that everyone can be guilty of (in 
comparison to the two interpretative repertoires discussed above).  
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In comparison to the civilization repertoire, the manifestations of this repertoire do not 
offer practical solutions to diminishing racism within the society. The concentration of the 
repertoire is on the setting of a special status of evil for racism. As a result of 
externalization of the evil racism, those who are claimed to not fight racism (like Abu-
Hanna, who moved abroad) become likened with traitors or war cowards, and a strong 
bipolarization between the good, martyr-like fighters of racism and those who have given 
up on this fight is presented. In general, the repertoire is much built in strong contrasts 
between the good and the bad, also in victims of racism – racists differentiation.  
The repertoire builds on both a call for collective war against racism and the individual’s 
portrayal as the sole fighter for what is right. 
 
Extract 12 (letter 1). 
“I want to say something about the issue, because I also have children adopted from 
Africa. After all not everyone can or want to move to Amsterdam. Abu-Hanna’s 
burden is of course dual due to her Palestinian background, which has surely made the 
situation multiply heavy.”xiii 
 
Letter 1, titled “I want to raise my beautiful black children in Finland”, was published 
among the first letters to the editor handling racism after the publication of Abu-Hanna’s 
article. It starts with a direct reference to the Abu-Hanna article and can be read as a reply 
to that text. In extract 12, the author of the letter presents that she has something additional 
to say about ‘the issue’ because of her also having adopted children from Africa. Here the 
author uses her position as a mother of adopted African children as a speaker category 
entitlement; it gives her text credibility, because it suggests that she has also lived in a 
similar situation as Abu-Hanna. 
On the other hand, the author also acknowledges Abu-Hanna’s situation as ‘surely’ being 
‘doubly heavy’ due to Abu-Hanna’s own background as a Palestinian. This is however not 
necessarily to be understood as a way of undermining the author’s and emphasizing Abu-
Hanna’s speaker category entitlement, but should be analyzed in conjunction to the 
sentence’s context and therefore the preceding sentence: ‘after all not everyone can or 
want to move to Amsterdam’. The author tells about her own experiences as a mother of 
African-born children because she does not want to or can leave Finland – in other words, 
instead of leaving the country she wants to tell about her experiences, which is also 
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depicted in the title of the letter. This is one of the ways in which the victims of racism are 
depicted as needing to work towards a less racist Finland. Therefore the author’s note 
about not everyone wanting or being able to move to Amsterdam can be understood as an 
accusation of Abu-Hanna having given up on this work. In this context, the last sentence 
of extract 12 softens this accusation; the author acknowledges that Abu-Hanna’s situation 
is even worse than hers. This is stressed with the quantifying of the negative issues Abu-
Hanna lives with; according to the author, her ‘burden’ is double and the situation is 
therefore ‘multiply heavy’. Furthermore, the use of ‘of course’ and ‘surely’ create a view 
of this statement as factual instead of the author’s view by diminishing the role of the 
speaker.   
The speaker category of a parent of a child with a darker skin color is also used as 
entitlement in letter 18, which starts: “My son was born with the kind of skin color that 
many lighter Finns parch themselves into in the sun”xiv. Also letter 18 recounts the 
author’s son’s experiences of racism. These experiences, just like in letter 1, are the 
author’s (or her family member’s) personal experiences that other people do not have 
access to, and which are therefore very difficult to deny by the readers – this makes the 
argumentation very powerful (cf. Jokinen 1999, 133-134). Arguments on a general level 
are easier to attack than ones that are based on the author’s personal experiences; after all, 
everyone is the expert on what has happened in their own lives, and outsiders can in few 
situations claim to have a better understanding of it. 
While bringing forth their speaker category, both the authors of letter 1 and 18 portray 
their children’s skin color in a significant manner. In letter 1, the author’s children’s skin 
color is attributed as “especially beautiful”, and in letter 18 the author’s son’s skin color is 
compared to what ‘many lighter Finns’ try to achieve. Contrasting the reason why the son 
of the author of letter 18 is experiencing racism to something that many other Finns try to 
achieve underlines the senselessness of the situation already in the first sentence of the 
letter. The child’s skin color is depicted as obtainable, a positive trait, which makes racism 
seem irrational. It is also worth noting that the author writes ‘many lighter Finns’ instead 
of just ‘many Finns’, which stresses that the author’s son is also a Finn, one of ‘us’.  
 
Extract 13 (letter 5). 
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“As a doctor, X probably never meets a human in his most genuine state, but always 
as a person looking for help and surrendering to the doctor’s authority.  
Us ‘ordinary’ people instead encounter these aged and grumpy, even aggressive 
elderly in public places, like in trams and queues at the supermarket. They have taken 
especially the young people as the object of their aggression. They are something 
completely else than the non-cursing, non-shouting elderly X meets. 
One does not need to market racism to these elderly, because they have embraced it 
anyway.”xv 
 
In the beginning of extract 13 the author uses offensive rhetoric to undermine the speaker 
category of a doctor, used in letter 2. The words ‘never’ and ‘always’ function as 
extremization of how little the author of letter 2 knows about the ordinary elderly, who he 
never meets in their genuine state but as surrendering. All these word choices undermine 
the legitimacy of the author of letter 2 and contradict him to the author of letter 5 as well 
as the readers, the ‘”ordinary” people’. Therefore the offensive rhetoric of bringing down 
the legitimacy of the author of letter 2 is connected to the defensive rhetoric of placing the 
author of letter 5 in the position of someone who really knows how things are. 
Once the doctor’s speaker category has been undermined, the opposite – ‘ordinary’ people 
– is presented as the category of the knowing. The author writes about ‘us’, i.e. the author 
and others, also members of the assumed audience. Therefore the author can create a 
connection with the assumed audience, but also use the us-rhetoric as a means of 
consensus as argumentation; she appeals to the generally ‘known’ and shared knowledge 
amongst the ordinary people to make her description of the elderly seem like a fact, 
commonly shared knowledge. This strategy of fact construction is termed corroboration 
with consensus (Jokinen 1999, 138-139). 
The opposite of ‘us ordinary people’ in extract 13 are the elderly who behave badly and 
are aggressive. This can be seen on the word-level by comparing the us/them structure of 
the second paragraph of the extract; ‘we’ are described as knowing the truth about ‘them’, 
who are connoted with negative traits. Racism (and all negative traits) become solely 
attributed as something that another group of people are guilty of; not something all Finns 
might do, but the elderly are the ones to blame. Racism is therefore manifested as 
externalized, positioned as outside of the speaker, and as a negative phenomenon the 
reasons of which are not explained or looked at. 
 
Extract 14 (letter 18). 
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“The popularity of the Finns party started to grow at the same time as my son was 
approaching puberty. An unqualified male substitute teacher worked as a teacher in 
the school for months, and he practiced subtle racism by disregarding my son’s 
questions and need for guidance. He wore a shirt with the Finnish lion41 in his spare 
time. My child’s grades plummeted. 
Luckily the teacher was changed to a qualified woman who recognized my son as a 
human being, and my son got to further education where all kinds of difference is a 
richness to the teachers.”xvi 
 
In extract 14 a narrative of racist experience is presented as a way of blaming the rise of 
the Finns party for racism. Like Potter (1996, 162-166) points out, details and narrative 
allow the reader to make the categorization of the described event and allow the speaker to 
seem like a messenger. Extract 14 is filled with these kinds of details and ‘gaps’ that the 
reader fills in their mind. The story about the ‘unqualified male substitute teacher’ is told 
in conjunction with a notion about the popularity of the Finns party; even though the 
author does not claim that the teacher was e.g. a member of the party, it is strongly 
implied that there is a connection between the two. Instead of directly accusing the 
substitute teacher of being a racist, the author describes how he acted and what kinds of 
clothes he wore in his free time. Aside from letting the reader connect the dots, this kind 
of narration relies on the author’s own experiences, which is hard to deny. The first 
paragraph of the extract directly contrasts the growing of the Finns party and the 
plummeting of the son’s grades, portraying the latter as a result of the former. The second 
paragraph, on the other hand, contrasts the racist male substitute teacher with a ‘qualified 
woman’, who treated the son as a human being – in other words, the author suggests that 
the substitute teacher had treated the son in an inhumane way. This comparison is a form 
of contrast pair, where the desirable option (qualified woman) is loaded with positive 
imagery and the non-desirable option is loaded with negative traits. The racists, who in 
this case are connoted with the Finns party, become contrasted with all the positive images 
and connoted with negative ones, creating a strong externalization of racism but also a 
stressing of how evil it is.  
Extract 15 (letter 1).  
                                                
41 The Finnish lion is the coat of arms of Finland. This symbol of the Finnish nation has become much 
associated with skinheads and racists, e.g. when depicted in a necklace, tattoo or a t-shirt.   
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“The atmosphere changed clearly in spring 2011 in connection to the parliamentary 
elections. Based on my own and my children’s experiences, racism and inappropriate 
commenting increased significantly. All of a sudden it was completely ‘acceptable’ to 
comment on my children’s behavior and looks in public: ‘Why are you dark kids so 
loud?’”xvii 
 
Also the author of letter 1 connects racism and the Finns party in extract 15. ‘Changed 
clearly’ and ‘increased significantly’ are examples of extremization that makes the claim 
seem more fact-like, and like in extract 14, detail and narrative are used as strategies of 
fact construction as well. The link between the parliamentary elections (and therefore the 
rise of the Finns party) and the increased racist experiences is made by the author, and 
backed up by her personal stories, which cannot be denied. Again, the blame is cast on 
politicians and racism is described as their fault. This way the evilness repertoire is 
manifested through appointing certain people as to be blamed for racism. 
 
Extract 16 (letter 10). 
“Racism is like a cancer that spreads into its environment. One is in danger of catching 
it. That’s why every generation has to say out loud over and over again: racism is 
wrong. We do not accept it. We fight against it.”xviii 
 
Racism as inherently evil is manifested in extract 16 by comparing racism to a spreadable 
disease. A view of racism as something that anyone can catch and that can lead to death is 
produced with these kinds of disease and war metaphors; in addition to using language 
linked to diseases, the author encourages to ‘fight’ and to join forces in this fight. This 
kind of language is clearly linked to warfare. Like in war, the opponent is described as the 
evil that everybody has to fight and the war must be won, else consequences are severe. 
The language used in extract 16 is rich in metaphors; for example, ‘cancer spreading into 
its environment’ creates a picture of racism as an uncontrollable force that cannot be 
reasoned with, but must be fought with power. This kind of imagery is strengthened with 
‘danger’ and extremization of how widely people must join forces to fight it: ‘every 
generation’ and ‘over and over again’. This is also done with the ‘we’ form of the 
sentences; the short sentences at the end of the extract are like a call to a common combat, 
that strengthen the group’s communality in the face of a threat. The ‘we’ rhetoric is also 
an effective way of engaging the assumed audience with one’s arguments. 
 
Extract 17 (letter 1). 
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“I want to and in every case am going to raise my beautiful dark skinned children in 
Finland. I’m sure it’s not like winning the lottery, but I believe that I and the Finnish 
society are able to give them adequate tools for a balanced life also here. I will 
continue my work for children of all colors and children equipped with different tools 
are well also in Finland.”xix 
 
Where in extract 16 the ‘we’ rhetoric is much used, in extract 17 the author writes mostly 
about her individual endeavors. She does not call the assumed audience into action, but 
writes consistently about ‘I’, however once also referring to ‘the Finnish society’. Again, a 
metaphor of a fight is used; the author claims to continue her work, which describes this as 
her personal combat. 
By reading the extract 17 and all of letter 1 in its context as a response to Abu-Hanna’s 
article, parts of extract 17 are revealed as irony. ‘I’m sure it’s not like winning the lottery’ 
is an intertextual reference to Abu-Hanna’s text, which plays on the Finnish proverb “the 
one who is born in Finland wins the lottery”, suggesting that this is not true for children of 
a darker skin color. The author therefore suggests that Abu-Hanna gave up on the fight 
towards a better Finland and left the country, therefore portraying her like a coward in 
combat. The author herself is portrayed as tirelessly fighting the war, now alone as Abu-
Hanna has left the country, even though ‘also’ Finland can be made into a better country. 
This way the author bipolarizes herself with Abu-Hanna and on the other hand with 
racists; the author becomes described like a martyr who is willing to live a harder life 
personally to fight for the greater good. Therefore Abu-Hanna and others guilty of 
cowardice are positioned as evil as well the racists are; they are the ones guilty for not 
making the country a better place.  
Aside from setting blame on Abu-Hanna, this kind of speech builds a bipolarization of the 
good (those who fight racism) and the bad (racists, as well as those who do not fight 
racism). Through these accounts, racism becomes strongly externalized as something so 
evil that it is outside of the speaker and cannot be reasoned with.  
7.4 The Economy Repertoire 
This interpretative repertoire is manifested in the language of trade and economics, 
stressing money as an important value. Racism becomes formulated as the opposite to a 
successful and healthy economical development and portrayed as something holding 
Finland back trade-wise. This way racism becomes described as negative. 
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Consequently economical development becomes portrayed as the key to combatting 
racism on the level of society and an individual; the assumed audience is encouraged to 
non-racist actions and attitudes, as otherwise the future of the Finnish nation is depicted as 
economically less profitable. In this manner, this repertoire has much in common with the 
civilization repertoire (see 7.2) – both repertoires are based on the idea that racism is 
something people actively decide to reject within themselves. However, the ground 
bearing difference between these two repertoires is that the repertoire presented in chapter 
7.2 is based on moral values, whereas the current repertoire calls to the common sense 
idea of economic growth as imperative. 
An especially important strategy of fact construction that is used in manifestations of this 
repertoire is the use of contrast pairs, as a recurrent feature of this repertoire is the 
contrasting of racism and economical growth as two options that exclude each other.  
 
Extract 18 (letter 18). 
“Where is ‘immigration criticism’ forgotten, when the need for extending working 
careers and raising retirement age while waiting for workforce is being discussed? 
With racism, Finns can afford to drive out youths, who have been born and have 
received their basic education here. 
Most of the small companies that have been started in Finland in the recent years are 
founded by children whose parents have at least a partial immigrant background, and 
through social media, they are internationally orientated. This is why they can also 
easily move their company’s registration away from Finland.”xx   
 
In extract 18, the author presents a scenario of what she/he suggests could happen as a 
result of racism. “Immigration criticism” is contrasted with needing more workforce, 
presented in a rhetorical question at the beginning of the extract. The author answers the 
question him/herself with the second sentence of the extract, the ironical statement of 
Finland being able to afford the economic hindrance caused by racism. Reading the 
sentence in its context, of course the author of the letter is not suggesting that Finns should 
drive away people with racism, but actually manifesting how absurd the situation is in 
his/her opinion. 
Extract 18 includes much speech that appears factual – the author merely mentions these 
facts without backing them up with researches, statistics etc. For example, in the second 
paragraph the author presents the information about the founders of small companies as a 
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commonly known fact. Similarly she also treats the need for more workforce as a true fact, 
even though many would challenge this, as unemployment rates are currently relatively 
high. Therefore the extract is not based on solid strategies of fact construction that would 
make it difficult to challenge; instead, there are many counter-arguments that could be 
posed. For instance, a commonly used claim by the “immigration critics” is that there are 
not enough jobs in Finland, and too many Finns are unemployed because foreigners ‘steal’ 
all the jobs. It is hard to imagine that the argumentation in extract 18 would win over the 
people who present these kinds of arguments. However, it is interesting to note that even 
though the fact construction argumentation is not particularly solid in this passage, no 
other letters to the editor published in Helsingin Sanomat in January 2013 challenge these 
arguments.  
 
Extract 19 (letter 17). 
“So why should our community grow then? Why have the villages, led by chieftains, 
disappeared? Why should the people speaking one language belong to the multilingual 
European Union? The answer is very simple: for technical and economical 
development and for security. 
Why did Nokia start to export mobile phones to Europe and China? Because there is a 
limit to how many mobile phones can fit in Finland. Why is Finland dependent on 
Kone Ltd and many other export companies? Because we cannot live off only the 
Finnish markets. Industry makes products for the whole world, and mass production 
has allowed both mobile phones and elevators to reach everyone. It is a difficult task 
to coordinate economies when the differences in the standard of living between 
different countries are huge. But at the face of it, most people would probably not be 
too excited about a return to subsistence economy.”xxi 
 
Extract 19 is much built on a question-answer model – the author asks a question and 
immediately answers it himself. In the first paragraph of the extract, there are three 
subsequent questions that are then answered with one answer. This is a form of the three-
part list; with questions, the author lists three examples, which make the described seem 
like a phenomenon instead of individual cases. This way the economical growth is made 
to appear like a force. 
The second paragraph also includes questions and answers, followed by a description of 
how worldwide trade works. A profitable economic development (including trade with 
other countries) is contrasted with a Finland that is remote and kept separate from the rest 
of the world as a consequence of racism. This kind of a contrast pair is an efficient way of 
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portraying one option as desirable and the other as not desirable. It is, of course, in 
everyone’s interest to promote economic development, and therefore racism is described 
to be against everyone’s interest. The last sentence of the extract depicts the return to 
subsistence economy as the other option, the negative counterpart for economic 
development. 
Extract 19 draws on the common sense idea of money and trade as important values and 
economic development as something to be pursued. In the contemporary world, it can be 
called common sense – it does not need to be defended or explained, but it is something 
that everyone is expected to strive for. The author then categorizes racism as something 
opposing this common-sense ideal: being racist is absurd. Economic development can also 
be seen as something belonging to not only today, but also future – it is an important 
aspect of keeping up with the general development. Therefore racism is manifested as 
something that would keep us behind from the development and prevent it. Racism 
becomes likened with outdated times that we must leave behind; in the old days, Nokia 
only made phones for the Finnish people, but already a while ago started exporting. Again, 
this is a way of loading the ‘negative’ option of the contrast pair with negative traits.  
It is notable how the way industry and trade works is described as phenomena detached 
from human beings and their actions; they become actors themselves, whose actions are 
not described as being the cause of humans (cf. Jokinen 1999, 140-141). The phenomena 
are made to appear like factual by alienating their alternatives, which results in moral 
statements becoming obsolete; when industry works in a certain way, there is no place for 
humans to discuss other or possibly better options. In this manner, this repertoire builds 
much in comparison to the civilization repertoire presented in 7.2.  
 
Extract 20 (letter 22). 
“On the Stone Age, a strange person was a welcomed visitor with whom people did 
trade, bonded and allied with. There was enough game and space for everyone, and 
surely more than one needed.”xxii   
 
Extract 21 (letter 23). 
“X’s examples of ancient trade are a prime example of the learning human; tolerant 
behavior has rewarded with material good. In the contemporary society racism plants 
violence, which in the long run would only result as our damage.”xxiii  
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In extract 20, the author presents that humans were not racists in ancient times, but on the 
contrary did trade with strangers. In extract 21, the author uses offensive rhetoric in 
questioning the author of letter 22 (marked with ‘X’ in the extract). Nonetheless, both 
contrast racism and trade as each other’s opposites.  
Used strategies of fact construction in extracts 20 and 21 include the three-part list (‘did 
trade, bonded and allied with’), metaphor (‘racism plants violence’) and the use of a 
contrast pair in order to manifest racism and trade as each other’s contraries. It is notable 
that extract 21 simultaneously manifests two interpretative repertoires, the economy 
repertoire and the civilization repertoire. Although trade is described as the (preferable) 
option to racism, the author also portrays the anti-racist action as a result of education, just 
like the civilization repertoire (see 7.2) does.  
 
Extract 22 (letter 18). 
“Finns with an immigrant background are dehumanized and discriminated against at 
the same time when ways of raising retirement age are sought. An important means of 
widening workforce resources would be to civilize away from racism. 
Or is the goal of ‘immigration critics’ precisely to make Finns slave away at work 
until they reach the grave?”xxiv 
 
Again, extract 22 is a good example of how racism  - ‘dehumanizing’ and ‘discrimination’ 
– is contrasted with economic well-being, marked by ‘at the same time’. The author calls 
to the commonplace of using all human workforce of a country instead of ‘dehumanizing’ 
some of the people while others also suffer by ‘slaving away’. This metaphor in the 
rhetorical question at the end of the extract (and the whole letter) is also a form of the 
same contrast pair, likening ‘immigration critics’ with racism. 
Also extract 22 simultaneously manifests the economy and civilization repertoires, as it is 
suggested that one can ‘civilize away from racism’, i.e. racism and uncivilization are 
likened and contrasted with education, civilization and knowledge. However, in this 
extract the motivation for non-racism is economical growth, not a moral duty. The 
particular juxtaposition of the civilization and economy repertoires, and how they also 
share much in common, will be discussed in 8.1 Discussion.  
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7.5 The Finnishness Repertoire 
Through this repertoire racism is formulated specifically through Finnishness and the 
phenomenon of racism is treated as something Finnish. It is widely built, across nearly 
half of the studied texts, and often becomes manifested in almost identical formulations. 
One possible reason for how widespread the use of this repertoire as a resource for 
argumentation is in the data texts lies in the Abu-Hanna article that started the racism 
discussion; in her article, Abu-Hanna specifically points to certain aspects of the Finnish 
culture and society that allow the existence of racism (see Appendix 1).  
The manifestations of this interpretative repertoire internalize racism in the sense that 
racism and its existence become explained as something within the Finnish culture and 
nation, but on the other hand do not internalize it in the same way as the manifestations of 
the repertoires analyzed in 7.1 and 7.2. This is because even though racism is positioned 
as within Finnishness, the accounts that manifest this repertoire do not position racism as 
something within the authors themselves as individuals. Therefore racism is internalized 
collectively, but not individually. 
Certain commonplaces of the Finnish culture are much used as discussion topics in 
reflection with racism, including the stereotype of Finns being silent, reserved and 
unwelcoming towards difference, as well as the concept of bad collective national self-
esteem. However, a strong counter repertoire to positioning these commonplaces as 
explanations of racism also emerges in the data, as these ideas are also much contested. 
 
Extract 23 (letter 10). 
“Does someone really dare to claim that the shootings like the ones in Jokela, 
Kauhajoki and Hyvinkää42 wouldn’t tell about our society’s ill-being? Were they just 
random one-off events? Or the numerous family killings that have lately occurred43? 
Are they just one-off family tragedies? 
                                                
42 Two first mentioned refer to school shootings, the third mentioned refers to an event where a young man 
shot people at random in the center of the city. All have happened within the past 6 years.  
43 Termed ’family killings’, the Finnish media has reported on several occasions of a family member killing 
all of his/her family members in the recent years.  
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The same applies to racism. How many individual stories must there be so that we 
believe there is racism in Finland? Does there have to be video footage or what is 
enough? 
Those belonging to the majority can easily deny the existence of racism when it is not 
directed at them. Despite all the ill-being of our nation, our self-image is surprisingly 
unharmed, and racism and other problems are easy to sweep under the rug.”xxv   
 
In extract 23 the author of the letter likens racism to school shootings and tragedies where 
families have been killed by their own family members. Both of these are phenomena that 
have been discussed in the Finnish media in the recent years and that have shocked people 
deeply. Drawing a simile between racism and such tragedies that all Finns are familiar 
with and shocked by is effective, as it emphasizes how seriously the author suggests 
racism should be taken. As a comparison to the evilness repertoire, however, here racism 
is described as a serious problem on the level of a society, not something that a certain 
group of people are blamed for.  
The extract uses repetition of questions as rhetoric means; in the first paragraph, a 
question about the one-off nature of these tragedies is repeated after both the question 
about shootings and family killings. The author’s question about ‘how many individual 
stories’ there must be before Finns believe racism exists ties together with the repetition 
and the quantification that occurs in the questions before repetition, where the author uses 
words like ‘numerous’ and a three-part list to describe the shootings, formulating both 
racism and the other mentioned issues as reoccurring, serious problems.  
A reoccurring idea in manifestations of this repertoire is that Finns hold an overly positive 
self-image, which does not correspond with reality. The author of letter 10 here manifests 
this idea in extract 23 by using a well understood metaphor of sweeping something 
(negative) under the rug, suggesting this way that Finland does not deal with its problems 
but hides them away.  
 
Extract 24 (letter 6). 
“A few decades ago Finland was a society free of racism. The reason for this was not 
our imagined tolerance, but the lack of opportunities for it. People were so used to 
belittling the gypsy minority that it felt downright appropriate. 
The few Chilean and Vietnamese refugees mainly polished our righteous self-image. 
Once the number of immigrants grew, the true nature was quickly revealed.”xxvi 
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Also extract 24 portrays the Finnish self-image as overly positive and describes the ‘real’ 
nature of Finnish society and culture. Interestingly the pronoun used in the extract is 
predominantly first person plural (‘our’), emphasizing that the author includes himself in 
the group he is criticizing (the Finnish people). The points of criticism are in that way 
internalized. The use of the ‘us’ pronoun can be seen to function as a speaker category 
entitlement and as a way of protecting oneself from a potential counter argument in this 
extract. One is usually allowed to direct more criticism towards one’s own and peers’ 
actions than towards outsiders, because they are seen to know more about themselves 
(speaker category as entitlement) and because one is always allowed to criticize one’s own 
actions more harshly than those of others’. However, the author does not continue the use 
of ‘our’ throughout the extract; in the last sentence, he does not write about ‘our true 
nature’ but ‘the true nature’. This allows the author to distance himself from the negative 
and he does not need to blame himself for what he is criticizing the Finns for.  
The first paragraph uses irony as a rhetorical strategy.  First claiming that there used to be 
no racism in Finland, the author immediately mentions ‘belittling the gypsy minority’ as 
something that felt ‘downright appropriate’. Interestingly, the author uses the Finnish 
word mustalainen instead of the more neutral romani for the word ‘gypsy’. Although 
originally widely used, nowadays the word mustalainen is considered derogative and its 
use is avoided in many contexts. The use of this derogative word underlines the long 
tradition of discrimination of the Romani minority in Finland, and in that way makes the 
statement that Finns’ tolerance is only imagined much more believable. 
 
Extract 25 (letter 3). 
“Finland is a lovely country to live in, but a genuinely xenophobic society in the 
experiences of many who have moved here. That experience should never be denied 
and no one should have to keep silent about their experiences. Critique is hard to 
swallow in a country that has suffered from poor self-esteem for eternity, but that is 
finally one of the best places to live in according to many yardsticks. 
Would Finland already be ready for the thought, that a critique of us is usually a proof 
of love and not hatred? That would help us better hold on to our earned good 
reputation.”xxvii 
 
Extract 25 plays much on contrasts; ‘a lovely country’ but ‘a genuinely xenophobic 
society’; ‘poor self-esteem’ but ‘one of the best places to live in according to many 
yardsticks’; ‘love’ and ‘hatred’. With these positive characterizations joined with negative 
  
83 
ones, the author can simultaneously praise and criticize Finland – they are forms of 
prolepsis (see 5.6.2). This way the author can protect from a potential counter argument; 
he cannot be accused of either treating Finland too gently or harshly, and the 
argumentation is a manifestation of the author’s contrasting features of ideology. 
Furthermore, these kinds of juxtapositions build a diversified image of the country – and 
consequently of racism – instead of black and white descriptions (compared to the evilness 
repertoire, presented in 7.3).  
The language of the extract is lively, with the use of figurative speech (‘hard to swallow’, 
‘many yardsticks’) and extremization (‘for eternity’, ‘finally’). Letter 3 can be seen as a 
contribution to the meta-discussion about the racism discussion, as it analyzes the Finnish 
discussion culture in conjunction with the phenomenon of racism and how it is talked 
about. Therefore the letter includes a lot of intertextual references to other texts; in the 
letter the author for example criticizes those who had denied the racist experiences of 
Abu-Hanna by claiming her to lie. This can also be seen in extract 25. 
Aside from pleading to the commonplace of bad Finnish self-esteem, the author of the 
letter also draws on the commonplace of good Finnish reputation. These two could be seen 
to be in contradiction with each other, just like commonplaces often are (see chapter 5.6). 
This drawing on common sense is a very effective rhetorical foundation for the extract – it 
is not something that others are likely to challenge. 
 
Extract 26 (letter 11). 
“Things that are not talked about are usually either taboos or do not exist. 
[…] 
Soft racism has been made into so everyday in Finland that no one can even be 
bothered to make a noise of it. Hard racism on the other hand is justified by silence. 
Silently we seem to accept that that stranger getting his ass kicked is in need of a 
lesson, since he does not look and seem the same way as others. And it’s not my 
business, anyway. 
That’s what we demand, isn’t it – the integration of outsider substance into this 
already ready nation. And minding one’s own business. 
There is no racism in Finland – there is simply nothing to be put onto the shoulders of 
the term. Everything is always something else.”xxviii  
 
Also extract 26 is an example of lively writing and the use of irony and metaphors as 
strategies of fact construction. The letter starts with a suggestion that either racism does 
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not exist or it is a taboo, and continues with the author’s descriptions of racism, subtly 
suggesting that since racism is not talked about, it is a taboo. This kind of strategy could 
be understood as similar to that of convincing with details and narratives; the author let’s 
the reader draw the conclusion that racism is a taboo in Finland.  
The author backs this up by drawing on the commonplaces of the Finnish culture; silence, 
minding one’s own business and resistance to difference. Not justifying these with for 
example real life examples (details and narratives) or researches (corroboration by expert 
statement), the text is still understandable and believable to many Finns. This is because 
these commonplaces the author draws from are widely shared – everybody recognizes the 
stereotype of an unsociable Finn, who is hardly the first one to talk to strangers or be 
excited about foreigners in Finland. The author then uses these commonplaces of the 
Finnish culture as an explanation for racism and its existence, describing racism as 
something that is allowed by the Finnish culture of silence, minding our own business and 
demand for similarity and integration.  
The author uses the first person pronoun throughout the extract (cf. analysis of extract 25 
above). In some parts of the extract the use of the ‘us’ and ‘me’ forms emphasizes the 
irony of the statement; for example, ‘it’s not my business, anyway’ is not to be read as the 
author’s thought in a situation where a foreigner is beaten up, but as an ironical statement 
of what those Finns who allow racism think, according to the author.  
 
Extract 27 (letter 12). 
“Umayya Abu-Hanna’s text (HS Sunday 30.12) has provoked a discussion that is 
marked by a mix-up of concepts. Unpleasant and uncivilized behavior is called racism 
when it is targeted at a minority group or minority member. When targeted at the 
majority, it would only be considered rude. 
Also Finnish reserve and distance taking are branded as racism. An immigrant, who is 
used to a more direct interaction might not notice that a Finn does not like to sit next 
to anyone in a tram.”xxix 
 
Extract 28 (letter 8). 
“I want to present an older person’s view on ‘racism’. When we were children, there 
were almost no people of other race in Finland. The first touch to them was the 
Olympics in 1952. The word nigger is a neutral word to us.”xxx 
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A counter repertoire can also be traced to the repertoire of racism as being caused by the 
Finnish culture. This repertoire is largely built in offensive rhetoric, as authors attack the 
argumentation of those who position racism as specifically Finnish. In extract 27 and 28, 
the authors do not attack the argumentation of any single letter, but the discussion started 
by Abu-Hanna’s article in general. The author of extract 27 categorizes the described 
particulars of Finnish culture differently than the letters he criticizes, as aspects of 
Finnishness and rudeness, not as racism. Also the author of extract 28 describes things that 
have been described as racism as something that simply is in one way in Finland. 
Prominent strategies of fact construction in extract 28 are the use of speaker category as 
entitlement and the use of ‘us’ rhetoric; the author appears to be talking in behalf of a 
whole generation, not just herself (‘when we were children’). 
In both extracts, the authors claim to be giving a more truthful account of how things are; 
in extract 27, it is claimed that the discussion is ‘marked by a mix-up of concepts’, and in 
extract 28, ‘racism’ is placed in quotation marks. What makes the reading of these letters 
somewhat ambiguous is that neither one refers to specific texts, but the discussion in 
general. Therefore it remains unclear exactly what kinds of accounts of racism they 
contest, and further, they only describe what is not to be understood as racism, but not 
what is racism. Racism is therefore not portrayed in any particular way in this counter 
repertoire, but the way the accounts manifesting the Finnishness repertoire are objected.  
Partially due to the ambiguity, these letters can be read as direct denials of experiences of 
racism. What others have termed racism, the author of letter 12 claims to be rude 
behavior; the author of letter 8 states that ‘the word nigger is a neutral word to us’. These 
instances can be understood as denying the experiences of those who claim to have faced 
racism – e.g. racist name calling – by categorizing that name calling as ‘neutral’. 
Categorizations change and not all share the same categorizations of particulars, and for 
example the word neekeri44 is a word that some categorize as derogative, whereas others 
                                                
44 The equivalent of the word ’nigger’ in Finnish. However, the history, usage and connotations of the word 
are partially very different; in the English-speaking world, only few would claim that the ’n-word’ is neutral 
and non-racist, whereas in the Finnish context a debate on whether the word is always derogatory or not is 
still on-going. 
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do not45. What is remarkable about extract 28 is then the use of a speaker category of ‘an 
older person’ as entitlement for claiming the ‘correct’ meaning of a word, which is based 
on the assumption that older Finns have more of a say in this particular matter.  
 
Extract 29 (letter 2). 
“As a private person and a doctor, I have gotten to know thousands of Finnish elderly. 
I dare question the factuality of the described event. In any case it is not true that an 
ordinary Finnish 80-year-old would act that way. An ordinary elderly does not swear 
and yell in public places for any reason, let alone would boast about it. In TV news 
I’ve seen murderous, raging hags, but they have been filmed in countries thousands of 
kilometers away. 
Abu-Hanna blasphemed the ordinary Finnish elderly, who have worked hard to 
compile the capital of this lottery win with their work, and who are normally rather too 
shy and too modest, not abusive rude people.”xxxi  
 
Extract 29 is another good example of the offensive rhetoric where the counter repertoire 
to racism as Finnish is manifested in. The language is vibrant with metaphors (‘lottery 
win’, referring to the article by Abu-Hanna) and colorful language. Strategies of fact 
construction include repetition (‘ordinary [Finnish] elderly’), speaker category as 
entitlement (‘as a private person and a doctor’), quantifying (‘thousands’, ‘thousands of 
kilometers’) and extremization (‘in any case’, ‘for any reason’).  
Although normally the rhetorical strategy of using one’s own personal experiences as a 
justification for a claim is not easy to attack by a counter argument, here the author uses 
that as a strategy to bring down Abu-Hanna’s claim. He contests a section of the Abu-
Hanna article, where she recounts experiences of racist name calling by old people in 
public places (see Appendix 1). This is done with the use of speaker category as 
entitlement; the author of letter 2 presents to know the ‘ordinary Finnish elderly’ (as a 
                                                
45 Anna Rastas (2007b) has studied the usage of the word ‘neekeri’ through time, as well as how the people 
who the word is used to describe understand the word. The debate on the word’s racist/neutral nature has 
been largely conducted in the 1990s and 2000s in connection to the growing numbers of immigrants in the 
country (Rastas 2007b, 122). Rastas’s analysis reveals that although many continually claim the word to be 
‘neutral’ due to the word’s history in Finland, nearly everybody acknowledge that the word also carries 
derogative meanings, and when using the word people must show that they are aware of the politically 
questionable nature of the word unless they are willing to be labeled as racists. Rastas (2007b, 117) calls the 
strong wish to continually use the word despite its many derogative meanings a form of “Finnish 
exceptionalism” - even though the racist connotations of the word in other languages and areas of the world 
are acknowledged, they are explained away in the Finnish context.  
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comparison to Abu-Hanna), and uses this as a justification for his argument. Not only does 
he suggest that Finnish elderly do not behave the way that Abu-Hanna claims, he turns the 
accusation around to other nationalities with the note about ‘murderous, raging hags’ in 
far-away countries. The author here denies the negative trait as something Finnish, while 
hinting that people in some other countries possess these negative traits. Here, it also 
functions as a contrast pair; the author defends the Finnish elderly and connotes the 
negative with the foreign, thus suggesting that the Finnish are better.  
Extract 29 draws on the commonplaces of respecting the elderly and thankfulness to them 
for having fought for Finland’s independence and then building the country with their hard 
work. The strong attack against Abu-Hanna’s article could be seen as a reaction to Abu-
Hanna having questioned these commonplaces, which could even be treated as taboos (see 
8.1 Discussion).   
 
8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
In the previous chapter I have analyzed the different ways in which racism is formulated, 
rationalized and explained in the letters to the editor, through an analysis of how the five 
interpretative repertoires are manifested in accounts through rhetoric and argumentation. 
In this concluding chapter I will draw the discussion about these interpretative repertoires 
together and discuss the answers to the cardinal and research questions, finishing with a 
conclusion and suggestions for future studies.  
8.1 Discussion 
As presented in the analysis, racism is described and explained in many different ways in 
the studied texts. 
Through the naturalness repertoire (7.1), racism is described as a natural, biological and 
universal phenomenon that touches the whole world, not only Finland. Drawing on the 
commonplaces of natural sciences and language of naturalness, and stressing the 
belonging of the particular ‘Finnish human’ in the general categories of ‘all humans’ and 
‘the animal kingdom’, racism becomes portrayed as something inevitable to humans (and 
even animals) through biology. The unavoidable consequence of this kind of description 
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of racism as part of human nature is that racism becomes treated as a phenomenon that 
humans have no or little control over – it could be compared with natural ‘facts’ of being a 
human, like ageing, which in the Western culture might be contested, but essentially 
cannot be avoided. Ageing people can use cosmetic products and cosmetic surgery to keep 
appearing young while the body still ages, and similarly racism could be denied on the 
surface with tolerant actions, but still the human would be in reality a racist, according to 
the descriptions commonly used in the naturalness repertoire. This kind of a 
representation, building racism as inevitable through human nature, portrays the human 
being as a creature inevitably affected by natural development and does not describe 
humans as cultural beings, who can actively decide the course of development.  
The other ideological effect of the naturalness repertoire could be that racism would not be 
contested, as it is understood as natural and normal – if something is natural, it can be 
deemed as ‘right’. Naturalness is namely also widely used as a justification of neo-racism 
through the claim that races and cultures are different, and their blending is not natural 
(see 4.1). Furthermore, since the publication of Charles Darwin’s The Origin of Species in 
1859, evolution theory and other ‘research evidence’ have been widely used as 
justification for racist social policies (Dennis 1995, 243-244). ‘Natural facts’ have been 
used as justification of racial inequality and racism throughout the history of racism – for 
example, multiple researches exist that try to prove that the certain races have lower level 
of intelligence than the Caucasian race, to justify the separation between races as natural 
(Wetherell & Potter 1992, 17). Although these kinds of researches have not successfully 
proven the point (ibid.), similar claims are continually used as arguments against the 
mixing of races.     
Contrasting the naturalness repertoire is the civilization repertoire (7.2), which stresses the 
civilized, cultural and educated commonplaces of humanity. Being a member of a 
civilized society is emphasized, but simultaneously an individual is described in contrast 
with the society. Humans are described as being affected by their surroundings, but still 
carrying a responsibility for their actions; in contrast, in the naturalness repertoire the 
responsibility is faded because racism is explained as innate. Placing the emphasis on the 
individual’s responsibility to act in a moral and civilized way, the civilization repertoire 
describes racism as something that exists in the society and affects the individual, but must 
be contested on an individual level. This is exemplified as the manifestation of ‘tolerance’ 
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as what humans should strive for – even if or when they are racists because of the 
influence of their surroundings. It can however be questioned whether ‘tolerance’ and 
‘non-racism’ are synonyms, and it could be argued that the words carry different 
meanings. Being tolerant implies that one can choose to put up with someone he/she does 
not like or consider equal to him/herself, i.e. can stand to live with, but not necessarily see 
as equal with him- or herself. I see this as a problematic feature of the civilization 
repertoire: since being tolerant of someone does not require accepting that someone, 
merely not actively discriminating against that person, would this kind of an approach 
really lead to a less racist society and the inclusion of non-ethnic Finns? 
The interpretative repertoire of economy and trade (7.4) shares much in common with the 
civilization repertoire; both are built on the idea of a human being who can actively decide 
on his/her actions (as a comparison to the naturalness repertoire). The major difference is 
that the economy repertoire portrays economical growth – a somewhat selfish 
denominator – as the motivation of opposing racism instead of the moral duty to do what 
is right. A similar divide of motivations is well-known in the field of aid; one major 
motivator for Western aid to the developing world is the philanthropic, moral duty to help, 
and the other is the economic gain the West would achieve if developing countries became 
good partners in trade, i.e. regarding aid as an investment (OECD 2012, 77-80). Of course, 
just like in the motivations for aid, both of these motivators can simultaneously work for 
anti-racism – they do not oppose each other, even though they draw from different 
commonplaces.  
Interestingly, economic growth can be used for a legitimation for both racism and anti-
racism. When opposing admitting refugees to Finland, many propose that it is too 
expensive for the taxpayers, and that people from countries with lower education will not 
contribute to the society but be a burden that Finland cannot take (Haara 2012, 66-67). 
Would a further emphasis on the monetary values help in the anti-racist work? Horsti 
(2005, 278) writes that even though multiculturalism is mandatory in the global 
economical battle, it does not mean that certain kind of difference could not be detested – 
i.e. economic welfare does not mean racism cannot exist. Therefore the implications of the 
economy repertoire are not necessarily only positive, because its argumentation could also 
be turned against itself to support racist claims.  
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The evilness repertoire (7.3) describes racism as an utterly evil phenomenon, for which 
only a selected group of people are guilty. The important ideological consequence of this 
repertoire would be that what becomes opposed are certain people – those branded as 
racists – instead of the acts and speech of racism. This is problematic, because it creates a 
bipolarization between the good and the bad, and rejects racism as something everyone 
can be guilty of. By transferring the evil to a selected, small group of people – often the 
‘immigration critical’ politicians in this repertoire – the rest of the society avoids handling 
racism (Keskinen et al. 2009, 9). In this case, racism would not be discussed and handled, 
but those who are deemed as racists would be judged. This can hardly be seen as a 
constructive way of treating the phenomenon of racism, as it only creates a demonization 
of those who are accused of racism, instead of suggesting practical solutions to 
diminishing racism.  
It is noteworthy that as the rise of “immigration criticism” and the turn of the public 
discourse into strict, even openly racist speech against immigrants in the recent years were 
major motivators for this study, this contextual background is most clearly formulated 
through the evilness repertoire. Based on the existing research, prior to the analysis I had 
anticipated that perhaps such strict speech and “immigration critical” views would be 
present in the discussion about what racism is and how it concerns Finland as a 
phenomenon; however, such results were not derived from this study. Instead, the 
opposition of “immigration criticism” is present through the evilness repertoire in the 
studied discussion. In this regards, this study does not support the existing research about 
strict and racist speech in public discussion being tolerated, but on the contrary suggests 
that the “immigration critic” views are condemned. However, as the other analysis 
suggests, the tendency of dividing people into bad racists and good non-racists is only a 
feature of the evilness repertoire. In other words, a bipolarization of the good and the bad 
is not a dominant position in the racism discussion, but through the other repertoires, 
racism is also formulated as something manifold, that all people can be guilty of.  
The Finnishness repertoire (7.5) is manifested in accounts of racism as particularly 
Finnish, in stressing the particularization of Finnish racism in contrast to categorizing it in 
the worldwide phenomenon of racism. On the other hand, these kinds of representations 
are also questioned in the studied texts and the non-racist nature of the Finnish culture is 
also presented as an argument. The strong reaction to both the article by Abu-Hanna 
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(Appendix 1) and the letters that use the Finnishness repertoire as a resource in 
argumentation could be understood as a defense reaction to the criticism of Finnishness, 
the national and cultural identity of Finns. This kind of a reaction can be seen for example 
in extract 29, where the author denies Abu-Hanna’s text’s accuracy. In this extract, the 
author defends the Finnish elderly, who he describes as the parents of the nation, those 
who have fought for the country’s independence and built the land. Criticizing these 
people by appointing them as racists is taken as an attack against something holy, perhaps 
even a taboo. In her article, Abu-Hanna – an immigrant – accuses an old Finnish person of 
racist behavior, and the author of the letter where extract 29 is taken from argues that this 
cannot be true. This could be analyzed as specific people – the ‘real Finns’ – having more 
legitimacy in describing the Finnish society, whereas that right is denied from the 
immigrants (see 8.3). Instead, the immigrants are perhaps not allowed to voice their views 
or opinions about the real Finns, or the problems of the Finnish society.  
Notable about the Finnishness repertoire is the strong manifestation of the contrary nature 
of ideology; on the one hand, Finland is described as a great country, on the other as a 
culture that allows racism. This kind of a reflection is in line with the theory on ideology, 
drawn from Billig (1987), Billig et al. (1988) and Fairclough (1992) (see 5.6). This 
repertoire reflects clearly how one can one simultaneously hold contrary ideas. The 
dilemmatic nature of an individual’s ideology is of course also strongly demonstrated in 
how a single author can draw from multiple repertoires within the same letter, even when 
these repertoires might be in contradiction with each other.  
One of the reasons why I have chosen to include ideology theory from Fairclough in 
addition to the theory from Billig and Billig et al. in chapter 5.6 is that Fairclough’s 
notions are more attuned to ideology on the level of a community or society, where Billig 
and Billig et al. are more concentrated on ideology on the level of an individual. The 
dilemmatic nature of ideology is a helpful concept, but when looking at the public 
discussion and public opinion, I find that the concept of hegemonic struggle fits better. As 
seen, multiple different, often contrary interpretative repertoires are used as argumentative 
resources in the studied racism discussion, fighting for the status of common sense. This 
can be understood as a hegemonic struggle; a constant battle for the dominant position.  
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8.2 Concluding Remarks 
The purpose of this study has not been to point to a single public opinion about racism, but 
to analyze the different rationalizations, explanations and descriptions of racism. It can be 
concluded that there is no consensus as such about what causes racism or how it should be 
understood as a phenomenon, but five different interpretative repertoires are drawn upon 
in the discussion. These repertoires can be understood to be in a hegemonic struggle, as 
fighting for the dominant position of how racism is formulated in the public sphere. 
One of the motivators for this study was how little racism and how it is treated as a 
phenomenon have been studied in the Finnish context. The existing research has showed 
that racism has been treated in a somewhat taboo-like manner; it has mostly been talked 
about in connection to “immigration criticism”, and many have accused those criticizing 
“immigration criticism” for using ‘racism’ as a way of silencing political arguments. This 
study reveals that the discussion on racism is multifaceted – not merely blaming a specific 
group of racism, denying one’s own racism or the problem in general, but genuinely 
providing varying explanations and descriptions of the issue. Blaming of one group for 
racism occurs through the evilness repertoire and denial of racism is also present in the 
data texts, and overall racism is explained through many different positions. It is described 
as being caused by biology, society and the Finnish culture; as something that prevents 
healthy economic development and is morally wrong; as something that everyone can be 
guilty of and as something that the individual has a moral duty to object. This study 
suggests that the phenomenon of racism as concerning the Finnish society is understood 
and formulated in a complex manner in the public discussion. 
8.3 Perspectives 
The scope of this study has been limited, as described in 2.2 Delimitations. Some of the 
notions and phenomena surrounding this study could be fruitful topics for further research. 
In the tradition of critical discourse analysis, the study of change is in a very important 
role. Therefore it would be a good follow-up study to analyze how racism is explained in 
letters to the editor of Helsingin Sanomat at another time, for example a few years later. 
This of course demands racism to be discussed in the public sphere at that time, but as it is 
a reoccurring topic in the public discussion, this should be expected.  
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Another kind of a follow-up study on how racism is described, formulated and 
rationalized would be conducting interviews and focus group discussions with Finnish 
people on how they discuss racism. The methodology could be largely the same discourse 
analytical approach as in this research, studying the different conceptions of racism both 
rhetorically and linguistically. Particularly fruitful would be to compare the results of an 
interview study with the results of this study, and to find out possible links.  
An important and interesting point of study, related to the present study, would be that of 
who has a right to speak in the public discussion about racism. This question arose in the 
analysis and discussion about the Finnishness repertoire and how some authors claim that 
the article by Abu-Hanna is not accurate. Although I have analyzed how different speaker 
categories are used as entitlement in the discussion, it has been out of scope for this study 
to analyze in detail whose arguments are taken as legitimate and true, and whose 
arguments are not granted legitimacy. Existing research has showed that in the Finnish 
public sphere, immigrants and minorities have traditionally not been present with their 
own voice, even when the topic in question concerns themselves (Keskinen et al. 2009, 8-
9). In the media discussion that has been the point of study of this thesis, these voices have 
been at least somewhat present both as the starter of the discussion and in some of the 
analyzed letters as well, and it would therefore be relevant to study how these voices are 
heard and allowed to enter the discussion.   
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I 
APPENDICES 
Appendix 1: Article by Umayya Abu-Hanna 
 
The below article appeared in Helsingin Sanomat, the biggest Finnish newspaper, on 30 
December 2012. The writer is an author and a journalist, who moved to Finland in 1981 
from Israel. Abu-Hanna describes herself to be ’Finnish-Palestinian’.  
 
Umayya Abu-Hanna 
30 December 2012, Helsingin Sanomat 
Translation from Finnish: Elli Simonen   
Footnotes are translator’s notes for the reader 
 
The Winning Lottery Ticket Was Left Unredeemed47 
Two years ago Umaaya Abu-Hanna and her daughter moved to Amsterdam. The 
child, who got the winning lottery ticket to grow up in Finland, left the ticket 
unredeemed due to the racism of Finns, writes Abu-Hanna in the ‘author’s stage’ 
article of the year.   
I left everything behind me in December 2010. After the 30 years I spent in Finland, I only 
packed a book about mushrooms and a Finnish thesaurus with me. Everything else would 
stay in Helsinki. My whole family, consisting of me and my then three-year-old daughter 
Reema, moved to Amsterdam. 
                                                
47 The title of the article refers to a well-known Finnish proverb: ”On lottovoitto syntyä Suomeen” – which 
can be translated to English as ”The one who is born in Finland wins the lottery”.  
 
  
 
II 
In five years’ time Finland will celebrate its 100 years of independence. By that time, my 
daughter has already lived most of her life outside of Finland. Why does a child, who is 
given the winning lottery ticket, leave it unredeemed? 
I had arrived in Finland in 1981 as a 20-year-old Palestinian girl. At that time, there was 
no Internet, no globalization. When the airplane landed at the Helsinki airport, the Arab 
language, music, food, jokes, colors, light and friends instantly became my past life, not 
the present. Finnishness became my identity, country, nature, language and life. In 
Finland, I grew up to be a Finn. 
I was always shouted at in Finland. In thirty years, I got to know the whole scale: raghead, 
terrorist, Ali Baba, musulman… But even I did not guess how big of a hate magnet black 
skin is in Finland.  
My adopted daughter is a Zulu, born in Johannesburg, South Africa. When she was a one-
year-old and sitting in a baby carriage with a pacifier in her mouth, we were waiting for 
the metro in Helsinki. An approximately 80-year-old lady walked right next to the baby 
and shouted: “Fucking nigger!” 
She looked around her and waved her hands to show the others what she had found: 
“Look, a fucking nigger brat!” 
The old lady was not insane or drunk, just a perfectly ordinary old person, one that could 
have easily been pushed under the arriving metro train. 
About three times a month a perfectly ordinary Finnish person disgraced my daughter in 
front of her mother. Teenage boys laughing at the tram stop, “nigger, nigger.” 
After a Finnair flight to Paris a Finnish couple in their forties approached my then two-
year-old daughter, who was standing in front of the luggage belt. I smiled, as I expected 
them to say something cute to her. The man pushed his head close to my daughter and 
grunted: “Fucking nigger, hands off the bags!” 
When scenes like these repeated themselves, I no longer knew how to make my daughter 
understand and believe that a human being is valuable, that she is valuable. 
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And so we moved to Amsterdam. The three-year-old and I waved goodbye and arrived to 
Holland two years ago. I doubt we will return to Finland again. 
However, it is only in Amsterdam where I have realized how Finnish I actually am. 
In my new home country people use more hair gel and work less than anywhere else in 
Western Europe. My child’s school friends’ parents work 2 to 4 days a week. Almost 
everyone seems satisfied – and if somebody doesn’t, others will offer their help. 
The neighbors knock on your door to fix the heating system or a blocked drain, to babysit 
your child or teach her how to ride a bike. As a Finn, I would rather ask for the 
instructions for how to fix the heating at the door and keep the helpers outside of my 
home. 
In addition to Dutch children, there are for example Moroccan, Surinamese, Italian and 
British children in my daughter’s school. Every morning I find myself dreading for taking 
my child to her classroom, because it really demands a certain kind of a ‘go get them’ 
attitude. 
You see, I am the only parent who leaves the classroom at 8.30. The others stay there to 
read books in groups, to search for head lice from the children’s heads or to teach the kids 
how to play the guitar. The parents have their own room and a band at the school, and on 
top of that, they visit each other regularly. 
Every goddamn morning the mothers and fathers ask each other how their darling children 
are doing. In Amsterdam, I am the incomprehensible, silent mother, who drops off their 
child to the lice responsible and runs away. 
And in a bus I am the person looking for a seat with no one sitting next to it. At my 
daughter’s birthday party I hope the parents will arrive exactly at the arranged time to pick 
up their children and then bugger off. 
So I decide to talk to the school’s headmaster and find out what in all these activities is 
part of the actual curriculum. Why do they let parents, who clearly have no life of their 
own, to interfere with the school’s business? 
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The headmaster looks at me like I am speaking Finnish to him. He reminds me that the 
function of the school is to bring the children, parents, the school and the society together. 
“If you don’t learn how to act in your culture, the knowledge you learn has no purpose”, 
he tells me. 
Then I realize that these parents are close to the Palestinians in their sociability. Closer 
than I am! I am used to Finland, where the system replaces attendance. Thank you very 
much, but I have a job! 
Both the children of the Deputy Prime Minister of Holland and children, whose father 
could not bring them to our place to play because the zipper of his only coat was broken, 
go to my daughter’s school. They all live in the same block. 
The economic and ethnic mixture of the new, architecturally incredible areas of 
Amsterdam would definitely cause a rebellion in Finland. Above, below and next to the 
apartment that costs almost a million euros are the city’s rental apartments that are divided 
amongst different ethnic groups. In the mornings, faces, hats and scarves of all colors exit 
the building, built in the Alvar Aalto style, and all the inhabitants of the building come to 
the same school. 
I have been told that Amsterdamians are renowned for two sayings. The first one is “Why 
not?” and the second is “Says who?” Studies have shown that Amsterdamian children 
have a better self-conscience than for example children in Madrid. 
This equality is the result of different kinds of people – poor, rich, people from the 
countryside, the unemployed and millionaires – presenting themselves as societally equal. 
The laborers are not bitter. Everyone takes it as a given that they have earned their respect. 
The Finnish society, on the other hand, comes from the premise that difference is 
automatically hierarchical. This results in the tall poppy syndrome48, jealousy of 
Helsinki(ans) and bitterness towards foreigners. People in Finland think that difference is 
                                                
48 ’Herraviha’ – literally ’hatred against the lords’. The ’tall poppy syndrome’ is the closest translation for 
the word in English, referring to the tendency to despise those that do especially well e.g. economically.   
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something that must be fought against because difference creates inequality. Equality 
comes from similarity.  
The mental hierarchy based on one’s status in society and difference in earnings is much 
milder in Holland than in Finland. It helps the multicultural society to grow. Let’s take an 
example: 
After Shanghai, Rotterdam is the second largest port in the world. The inhabitants of the 
center of the city have a better education and income than Dutch people on average, but 
there are also more immigrants coming from outside the industrialized world (in Finland 
you would say ‘developing countries’) than in any other Dutch city. 
The mayor of this city, called the ‘Port of Europe’, is Ahmed Aboutaleb, a Muslim with 
Moroccan roots49. It took a long time before I even heard about the Muslim mayor, 
because it is generally not something special enough to be mentioned. 
The far-right wing politician Geert Wilders and the mayor Ahmed Aboutaleb live side by 
side here, in the country of shiny gel hairdos. 
I have a good way of entertaining myself when I go to parties in Holland. I wait until the 
other guests have their mouths full of wine. Then I ask: “Guess what we call people like 
Geert Wilders in Finland?” I take a short break. “Immigration critical50!” 
The wine bursts out of people’s mouths as they laugh. It makes me feel liberated, because 
it means I am not crazy, I am not alone. 
The Finnish society has changed. It allows such emotional violence against immigrants 
that it would in no circumstance allow against women, Swedish speakers51, Jews, the 
                                                
49 ’Marokkolaistaustainen’ – literally, with a Moroccan background. 
50 ’Maahanmuuttokriittisiksi’ – for my discussion of the term, see chapter 2.3.1 
51 Referring to the Swedish speaking minority of Finland – about 5,4% of the population in 2012 
(http://www.stat.fi/til/vaerak/2012/vaerak_2012_2013-03-22_tau_002_fi.html). Finland-Swedes are well 
represented in politics, financial power, etc. despite the small size of the minority group. 
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handicapped or sexual minorities. In Finland, racism has become intellectual participation 
in a democratic society. 
You find no immigrants at the heart of the societal power – in politics, the finance world, 
education, on the leading seats of science or art. If you run into a black person in the city 
center, she or he has a broom and a rag in their hand. 
Who in Finland has the power to decide who is in and who is out? Who have excluded all 
other people than Finns and Finland-Swedes from power? 
They are the academically educated, liberal and international group of people speaking 
about the importance of multiculturalism. Once, after a long discussion about how power 
should be redistributed in the multicultural society, a friend of mine – a Finland-Swede 
democratic52 – reminded me that the Swedish speakers cannot give up their position: 
“Take from the Finnish speakers”. 
A Helsinkian politician from the Green League53 reminded us that the foreigners in 
Finland are different than elsewhere in Europe, because Finland takes the weakest people, 
the uneducated. 
In 2010, the search for the new Ombudsman for Minorities54 was in place. Two of the 
applicants were competent and experienced, with a Muslim background – i.e. from a 
group, the expertise of which is sorely needed to solve the problems in minority groups. 
The post was however given, with special arrangements, to the incompetent Swedish 
speaker Eva Biaudet55. Even the Green party ate their words and supported the decision. 
                                                
52 A member or supporter of the Social Democratic Party 
53 The Green League, or the Greens of Finland, is a party in the political left. They currently have 10 seats 
(out of 200) in the Parliament and they have been profiled as the party for young, academically educated 
population of larger cities. Apart from environmental values, the Greens are pro-multiculturalism and 
immigration, equality and tolerance. 
54 “The task of the Ombudsman for Minorities is to advance the status and legal protection of ethnic 
minorities in Finland and to prevent and tackle ethnic discrimination.” 
http://www.vahemmistovaltuutettu.fi/en/front_page 
55 Former MP and Minister of the Swedish People’s Party of Finland 
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How about the two competent and experienced applicants, what were they told? They 
weren’t even invited for an interview. You don’t need to do that in Finland. And they say 
that class divisions don’t exist in Finland. Us immigrants of Finland, we appreciate humor. 
In 2010 I received an invitation to attend the President’s Independence Day party56. My 
three-year-old daughter heard that mom was going to the ‘Palace’. Wearing a plastic tiara 
and diapers she said: “Mom! I want to go to the palace with that queen, too!” 
My little South African-Finnish daughter wanted to come to the party and felt related to 
the female president. I thought it was a thank you to Tarja Halonen for what she 
represented, so I wrote a description of the episode on a note and handed it to the president 
when shaking her hand. 
“Abu-Hanna gave the president an angry note”, the papers wrote. A respectful, good-
willing Finland and its president as its symbol was the protagonist of the story in the 
media. The invited, dark, different woman, on the other hand, had even taught her young 
child to hate Finland.  
This is only one example of our experiences where difference has been pathologized. We 
have an image and story of the “people that have come from elsewhere” and their ‘real’ 
emotions towards Finland. This reminds of the images of the enemy that are used in 
belligerent nations. Is Finland in some kind of a war against people who came from the 
outside? 
I was elected to the Helsinki City Council in 1987. In the Green League’s meeting room 
by the Helsinki Senate Square politicians were laughing. The long yellow curtains 
reminded me of a joyful brothel. When it was time to choose the members of different 
                                                
56 Every year, the president invites politicians, war veterans, foreign diplomats and culturally, economically 
or otherwise significant citizens to the Presidential Palace in Helsinki to the traditional Independence Day 
party. Certain people, such as Members of the Parliament and the Cabinet, are invited every year, but the 
President also invites e.g. athletes who have succeeded during the year and important cultural figures. The 
party is sometimes criticized for elitism, but it is also very popular among the public. It is one of the main 
media events of the year, and millions of people watch it on the television every Independence Day, making 
it one of the shows with most viewers every year. It is colloquially known as the ’Party at the Palace’.  
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townships, Pekka Haavisto57 said: “We must choose Umayya for a significant township, 
it’s good for everyone. I suggest the Real Estate Township.” 
This was the situation in the 1980s, when the clear aim in Finland was to make the country 
more multicultural. 
In 1990 Heidi Hautala58 asked me to run as a candidate for the parliamentary elections. I 
declined, because I couldn’t be a Member of the Parliament in the life situation that I was 
in. “We need the things that you represent. I can assure you that you have no chance of 
being elected, because it is extremely difficult to become an MP”, assured Hautala. 
I was in Prague during the election night. I received a message that I had made it to the 
parliament. Luckily, the recount corrected the situation.  
In the EU elections in 2004 I got 12, 730 votes. Without downplaying my own skills or 
work, I can say that there is a very strong will towards a more international and 
multicultural society within the citizens of Finland. That Finland, those Finns and this 
strong will for a change must not be forgotten. 
Selling Europeanness to Finns demanded a great deal of campaigning, both by the 
politicians, but also the media59. Being European was seen as a step upwards. However, 
the media sees multiculturalism differently. 
In the 1980s, plastic bags were considered a symbol of progressiveness and the modern 
life. Now we value paper bags because we have grasped that the world has changed. 
When it comes to ethnicity, Finland is still in the phase of the shiny plastic bag. 
Finnish was the sixth language I learned. Therefore I haven’t had the desire to start 
learning Dutch. However I did not imagine that my only family member would speak a 
                                                
57 A well-known politician of the Green League 
58 A well-known politician of the Green League and the party’s chairman in 1990 
59 I.e. before Finland joined the EU 1 January 1995. 
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language at home that I did not understand. Aside from the words “pig, bunny, fart, don’t 
hit, go” and “Her Highness, Princess Maxima, is beautiful”. 
Without apartheid I would not have my daughter, my most beloved family member. 
Without British colonialism and Europe’s Anti-Semitism Palestine would be reality, and I 
would not necessarily be in Europe. These kinds of destinies, these kinds of families will 
increase in the future. 
Without the Finnish pain and fear of globalization my daughter and I would be hanging 
out on our sofa on Eerikinkatu60, texting to other five-year-olds about ice-skating and how 
to make gingerbread.  
I was amazed by the attitude of white male workers in Amsterdam. In two years every 
single bus driver, plumber, thrashman, civil servant and police officer has treated the Arab 
woman who doesn’t speak Dutch and her small black daughter as human beings. 
Even if you do not accept racism, you cannot live if you do not accept the profound 
characteristics of a culture. An immigrant must accept their place at the bottom of the 
society’s hierarchy in Finland. 
You can be an Amsterdamian without knowing the language or culture or having a job. 
Growing new roots starts from oneself. Assimilation projects are not needed here. 
“Amsterdam is the sum of its inhabitants” sounds very different than “learn to be one of us 
and you can be almost as good”. 
In five years, Finland celebrates its 100 years of independence. How I wish we had a story 
of Finnishness that breathes and receives by then! 
At a dinner hosted by the European Cultural Foundation Princess Laurentien gives a funny 
speech. I notice my silenced cell phone ringing. Has my brother picked up my daughter 
from her daycare? I have no reception through the thick walls, so I run through the 
restaurant and out to the street. It is snowing; I am cold in my dress. Pick up! 
                                                
60 A street in Helsinki 
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My brother whispers: “Reema just fell asleep. Go back inside and enjoy.” 
I’m wiping the wet snow off my cheek; I look around and try to remember where I am. 
Sometimes the years I spent in Finland roll over the reality of Amsterdam. 
A party walks by and a man smiles and winks his eye at me. In this country a wink of an 
eye means, “Cheer up and enjoy, good person!” I smile. I know that my daughter is 
sleeping safely and everything is well. It is time to return to the party of the Princess. 
 
The writer is a journalist and an author, whose latest book ‘Multikulti’ was published in 
the fall. 
  
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
XI 
Appendix 2: Data 
 
Text / Date of publishing / Title in English 
    Original title in Finnish 
 
1 3.1.2013  I want to raise my beautiful black children in Finland 
    Haluan kasvattaa kauniit tummaihoiset lapseni Suomessa 
 
2 3.1.2013  Abu-Hanna is marketing racism to Finland 
    Abu-Hanna markkinoi rasismia Suomeen 
 
3 3.1.2013  A more constructive culture of debate 
    Keskustelukulttuuri rakentavammaksi 
 
4 3.1.2013  Don’t shoot the messenger 
    Älkää hyökätkö viestintuojan kimppuun 
 
5 4.1.2013  Aggressive and grumpy elderly really do exist 
    Aggressiivisia ja kärttyisiä vanhuksia on oikeasti olemassa 
 
6 6.1.2013  Who is the last passenger without someone sitting next to  
    him?  
Kenen vieruspaikka täyttyy viimeisenä? 
 
7 6.1.2013  Many are shy of different kinds of looks 
Monet vierastavat erilaista ulkonäköä 
 
8 6.1.2013  Finland was a different kind of a country only a few decades  
ago 
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Suomi oli toisenlainen maa vielä muutama vuosikymmen 
sitten 
 
9 8.1.2013  Multiculturalism is often left in the shadows 
    Monikulttuurisuus jää usein pimentoon 
 
10 8.1.2013  Racism must be condemned over and over again 
    Rasismi on tuomittava yhä uudelleen 
 
11 8.1.2013  Racism is racism 
    Rasismi on rasismia 
 
12 9.1.2013  Multiculturalism is not something imported 
   Monikulttuurisuus ei ole tuontitavaraa 
 
13 9.1.2013  Was my question racist? 
    Oliko kysymykseni rasistinen? 
 
14 11.1.2013  I am constantly asked where I am from 
    Minulta kysytään jatkuvasti, mistä olen kotoisin 
 
15 11.1.2013  The experience of communality should be pondered 
Yhteisyyden kokemusta pitäisi pohtia 
 
16 11.1.2013  Not everyone manage social norms 
Kaikki eivät hallitse sosiaalisia normeja 
 
17 12.1.2013  Racism is in our genes 
    Rasismi on geeneissämme 
 
18 12.1.2013  Racism is especially violence against children and youth 
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Rasismi on erityisesti lapsiin ja nuoriin kohdistuvaa 
väkivaltaa 
 
19 12.1.2013  The immigrants have a hard time 
    Maahanmuuttajat ovat kovilla 
 
20 15.1.2013  Understanding can be the key to respecting other people 
Ymmärtämisellä voidaan edetä kohti toisten ihmisten 
kunnioitusta 
  
21 15.1.2013  Tolerance can be not doing 
    Suvaitsevaisuus voi olla tekemättä jättämistä 
 
22 15.1.2013  The reasons for racism are not in the Stone Age 
    Rasismin syyt eivät ole kivikaudessa 
 
23 17.1.2013  Discriminating behavior is often unconscious 
    Syrjivä käyttäytyminen on usein tiedostamatonta 
 
24 23.1.2013  It seems that tolerance is learnt behavior 
Suvaitsevaisuus taitaa olla opittua 
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Appendix 3: Example of a Data Text 
 
Original title: Aggressiivisia ja kärttyisiä vanhuksia on oikeasti olemassa 
Letter 5, published on 4th January 2013 
 
Aggressive and grumpy elderly really do exist 
X wrote (HS Opinion 3.1.) that it would under no circumstance be true that an ordinary 
Finnish 80-year-old would behave in a manner described by Umayya Abu-Hanna (HS 
Sunday 30.12.). According to X, “an ordinary elderly does not swear and yell in public 
places for any reason”. 
As a doctor, X probably never meets a human in his most genuine state, but always as a 
person looking for help and surrendering to the doctor’s authority.  
Us ‘ordinary’ people instead encounter these aged and grumpy, even aggressive elderly in 
public places, like in trams and queues at the supermarket. They have taken especially the 
young people as the object of their aggression. They are something completely else than 
the non-cursing, non-shouting elderly X meets.  
One does not need to market racism to these elderly, because they have embraced it 
anyway. A few examples: an ordinary elderly pinches the cheek of a dark-skinned child 
sitting in a pram to try how it feels; or an ordinary elderly asks the mother of a dark-
skinned child: “What does it (the child) eat?” 
One does not need to watch news like X suggests in order to see raging hags. It is enough 
to step into a tram in Finland. If this is not racism, then what is it? 
X, Helsinki  
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Appendix 4: The Original Finnish Extracts (Endnotes for 7. Analysis) 
                                                
i “Tutkija ja kirjailija Jared Diamond kertoo matkoistaan Uudessa-Guineassa, jonka väestö 
oli ollut 1900-luvulle asti eristyksissä. Hänet otettiin kylissä hyvin vastaan, kunhan kyliä 
lähestyttiin kunnioittavasti ja lupa kysyen. Häntä kuitenkin varoitettiin aina seuraavasta 
Vuorten pirstomassa maassa ihmiset eivät tunteneet toisiaan. Kun maassa oli vielä satoja 
erilaisia kieliä, ihmiset eivät tienneet toisistaan juuri mitään. Siksi vallitsi syvä epäluulo ja 
pelko toisten vaarallisuudesta.” 
ii “Ihminen on elänyt satoja tuhansia vuosia pienissä laumoissa. Jokainen outo ihminen on 
ollut kilpailija metsästysmaista ja todennäköinen vihollinen. Uudet olosuhteet eivät ole 
hävittäneet synnynnäistä epäluulon ja pelon ilmapiiriä; meidän perintötekijämme ovat 
peräisin kivikauden pienestä laumasta. […] Niinpä epäluulomme kohdistuu ihmisiin, jotka 
näyttävät tai tuntuvat oudoilta, olipa kyse ulkonäöstä, puheesta tai pukeutumisesta. 
Populistinen rasismi on juuri siksi niin vaarallista, että se vetoaa meidän kivikautisiin 
perintötekijöihimme. Siksi se on niin helppo provosoida esiin.” 
iii “Meillä ihmisillä on tavattoman vahva taipumus ryhmitellä ihmiset meihin ja heihin, 
myös muilla kuin suomalaisilla. Jugoslavia hajosi kuudeksi heti, kun komento höltyi. 
Kataloniassa voittivat juuri separatistit, vaikka espanjalaisilla on satojen vuosien jaettu 
arki yhteisen kuninkaan alamaisuudessa. […] 
Yhteisyyden kokemuksen saavuttamiseen eivät näytä edes sodat ja vuosisadat riittävän.”  
iv ”Geeniperimä on tietysti peräisin vieläkin kauempaa esihistoriasta, ja rasismin syitä 
pohdittaessa olisi hyvä miettiä muiden kädellisten reviiri- ja klaanikäyttäytymistä. Sama 
näyttää siirtyvän kulttuurista riippumatta myös ihmislajin käyttäytymiseen ja jatkuvan 
nykyisinkin eri puolilla maailmaa toistuvina heimosotina. Reviirikäyttäytyminen ei ole 
vain kädellisten ”vika” – sitä harrastaa suuri osa muustakin eliömaailmasta.” 
v Historiallisesta näkökulmasta aivan viime aikoihin saakka ihminen on harjoittanut 
”vieraiden” orjaksi ottamista kaikilla mantereilla, myös esihistoriallisessa Suomessa. 
Lähes kivikautista todistusaineistoa vierasheimojen orjuuttamisesta ja halveksunnasta 
löytyy muun muassa Vanhasta testamentista, Kalevalasta ja Homeroksen teoksista.” 
vi X kirjoitti (HS Mielipide 12.1.) otsikolla ”Rasismi on geeneissämme”. Kirjoitus ei ollut 
otsikossa, kuten äidinkielenopettajani tapasi sanoa.  
Geenien sijaan X selosti muukalaisepäluulon maantieteellisiä ja sosiaalisia syitä, joista 
keskeisin entisaikana oli eristäytyneisyys. 
Kulttuurihistorialliset syyt ovat paljon uskottavampia rasismin selittäjiä kuin geenit, eikä 
perintötekijöillä ole sijaa moraalisessa keskustelussa. Moraali edellyttää vapaata tahtoa. 
Mitä moraalisesti kiinnostavaa sanottavaa on ihmisellä, joka ei päätä omista ajatuksistaan 
ja tekemisistään? 
vii Yhteiskunnassa vallitsevat stereotypiat eri ihmisryhmistä vaikuttavat tahattomasti 
aivojemme tiedonkäsittelyprosessiin; kielteiset asiat yhdistyvät nopeammin niihin 
ryhmiin, joista on jo valmiiksi saatavilla kielteisiä stereotypioita. Ruotsissa testatuista 
työnantajista lähes 80 prosenttia oli reaktionopeutensa perusteella vähintään lievästi 
ennakkoluuloisia. Kun aikaa tai informaatiota on niukalti, luotamme usein ensimmäisenä 
mieleemme tulevaan arvioon, ja silloin syrjitäänkin helpommin. […] 
X1, tutkija 
 
  
 
XVI 
                                                                                                                                             
X2, sosiaalipsykologian professori 
Helsingin yliopisto 
viii Helsingin Sanomissa julkaistu kirjailija Umayya Abu-Hannan kirjoitus (HS Sunnuntai 
30.12.) oli tervetullutta luettavaa. Olen maahanmuuttajana odottanut keskustelua aiheesta 
kaikkien niiden kolmen vuosikymmenen ajan, jotka olen asunut Suomessa. 
Usein on näyttänyt siltä, että Suomella on ollut vaikeuksia sopeutua monikulttuurisen ja –
arvoisen yhteiskunnan ideaan ja toimintatapoihin. Valitettavasti Suomessa on tätä nykyä 
myös kasvava joukko ihmisiä, jotka tukeutuvat äärioikeistolaisiin, tosiasioihin 
perustumattomiin väitteisiin ja hyökkäävät muun muassa ulkomaalaisia vastaan. Samaan 
aikaan vaikuttaa siltä, että toimittajat ja sosiaalinen media ovat pitkälti syypäitä 
vääristyneeseen rasismikeskusteluun. 
[…] Journalismin opettajana olen hyvin tietoinen median tärkeästä roolista 
yhteiskunnallisten kysymysten kriittisessä tarkastelussa – etnisiä aiheita käsitellään 
kuitenkin huolestuttavan vähän ja huonosti suomalaisissa tiedotusvälineissä. 
ix Koulutuksen, matkustelun ja kulttuurivaihdon mukanaan tuomaa innostusta, tietoa ja 
kokemuksia kuitenkin vähätellään, aliarvioidaan ja sivuutetaan. 
x Populistisella rasismilla ei ole yhtymäkohtia kivikaudelle. Rasismi on opittua 
käyttäytymistä. Se on kotikasvatuksen ja ympäröivän ihmisjoukon luoman sosiaalisen 
paineen tulos. Rasismia ruokkii heikko itsetunto ja heikko erilaisuuden sietokyky. Sen 
mahdollistaa sivistymättömyys. 
Syy rasismiin löytyy peilistä – ei kivikaudesta. 
xi Monet yhteiskuntaa koossa pitävät voimat perustuvat kollektiiviselle tekopyhyydelle ja 
omien välittömien intressien ja mielihalujen tukahduttamiselle. […] 
Tätä käsitystä varten rasismi, josta viime päivinä on puhuttu, on yksinkertaisten 
sosiaalisten normien hallinnan puutetta. Tämän myöntäminen ei ole rasismin 
vähäpätöistämistä, vaan edellytys sen ymmärtämiselle. […] 
Syvemmin pohtivat ihmiset väittävät, että tämä onkin vain pintaa – todellinen rasismi on 
piilotettuna ihmisten mieliin ja laajempiin rakenteisiin. Näin ehkä onkin, onhan 
länsimainen kulttuurikin hyvin ”valkoista”. Mutta kohdistuuko maassamme nyt 
voimissaan oleva rasismikeskustelu tähän? Kuka oikeasti heittää ensimmäisen kiven, ehkä 
joku todella Hyvä Ihminen? 
xii Ihminen voi olla ja hänen pitää olla suvaitsevainen, vaikka olisi ennakkoluuloinen tai ei 
edes pitäisi maahanmuuttajista. Jopa rasisteiksi tunnustautuvat ovat enimmäkseen 
suvaitsevaisia. 
Suvaitsevaisuus ei tarvitse tuekseen teoriaa eikä tarkoita maahanmuuttajien seuraan 
tuppautumista. Suvaitsevaisuus on tekemättä jättämistä: erilaista ihmistä ei haukuta, ei 
lyödä, ei sorsita työnhaussa eikä muutenkaan kohdella poikkeavasti. Suvaitsevainen jättää 
tekemättä, mitä ei halua tehtävän itselleen, ja haluaa muiden toimivan samoin. Jos hän on 
rohkea, hän puuttuu tökeryyksiin. 
Niin me kohtelemme vieraita tai muuten vain epämiellyttäviä kantasuomalaisiakin, joista 
suurimman osan kanssa meillä on yhteistä vain isänmaa, äidinkieli, veljessota ja ehkä 
siskonmakkarasoppa. 
xiii Haluan sanoa asiasta jotain, sillä minullakin on Afrikasta adoptoituja lapsia. Kaikki 
eivät kuitenkaan voi tai halua muuttaa Amsterdamiin. Abu-Hannan taakka on tietenkin 
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kaksinkertainen hänen oman palestiinalaistaustansa vuoksi, mikä on varmasti tehnyt 
tilanteen moninkertaisesti raskaaksi. 
xiv Poikani on syntynyt sen väriseksi, jollaiseksi monet vaaleammat suomalaiset paahtavat 
itseään auringossa. 
xv Lääkärinä X ei varmaan koskaan tapaa tavallista ihmistä aidoimmillaan, vaan aina 
lääkärin auktoriteettiin alistuvana, apua hakevana ihmisenä.  
Sen sijaan me ”tavalliset” ihmiset kohtaamme näitä iäkkäitä ja kärttyisiä, jopa 
aggressiivisia vanhuksia julkisilla paikoilla, kuten raitiovaunuissa ja kaupan kassajonoissa. 
He ovat ottaneet erityisesti nuoret aggressioidensa kohteiksi. He ovat jotain aivan muuta 
kuin X:n kohtaamat kiroilemattomat ja huutamattomat vanhukset. 
Rasismia ei näille vanhuksille tarvitse markkinoida, sillä he ovat omaksuneet sen 
muutenkin. 
xvi Perussuomalaisten suosio alkoi nousta samaan aikaan kuin poikani oli tulossa 
murrosikään. Koulussa oli useita kuukausia opettajana epäpätevä miessijainen, joka 
harjoitti hienosyistä rasismia sivuuttamalla poikani kysymykset ja ohjauksen tarpeen. Hän 
käytti vapaa-ajallaan Suomi-leijonapaitaa. Lapseni arvosanat romahtivat. 
Onneksi opettaja vaihtui pätevään naiseen, joka tunnisti poikani ihmisenä, ja poikani pääsi 
jatko-opintoihin, jossa opettajille monenlainen erilaisuus on rikkaus. 
xvii Ilmapiiri muuttui selvästi keväällä 2011 eduskuntavaalien yhteydessä. Minun ja lasteni 
kokemusten perusteella rasismi ja asiaton kommentointi lisääntyi merkittävästi. Yhtäkkiä 
olikin ihan ”sallittua” kommentoida lasteni käytöstä ja ulkonäköä julkisesti: ”Miksi te 
tummat lapset olette niin äänekkäitä?” 
xviii Rasismi on kuin syöpä, joka leviää ympäristöön. Siihen on vaara sairastua. Siksi 
jokaisen sukupolven on sanottava ääneen yhä uudestaan: rasismi on väärin. Emme 
hyväksy sitä. Taistelemme sitä vastaan.  
xix Minä haluan ja aion joka tapauksessa kasvattaa kauniit tummaihoiset lapseni Suomessa. 
Ei tämä varmaan lottovoitto ole, mutta uskon, että minä ja suomalainen yhteiskunta 
kykenemme antamaan heille riittävät eväät tasapainoiseen elämään myös täällä. Jatkan 
toimintaani sen puolesta, että kaikenväriset ja erilaisilla eväillä varustetut lapset voivat 
hyvin myös Suomessa. 
xx Mihin unohtuukaan “maahanmuuttokritiikki”, kun puhutaan tarpeesta pidentää työuria 
ja nostaa eläkeikää työvoimapulaa odoteltaessa? Suomalaisilla on varaa ajaa rasismilla 
maasta pois nuoria, jotka ovat syntyneet ja saaneet peruskoulutuksen täällä. 
Suurin osa viime vuosina Suomeen syntyneistä pienyrityksistä on ainakin osittain 
maahanmuuttajataustaisten vanhempien lapsien perustamia ja suuntautuvat sosiaalisen 
median kautta kansainvälisesti. Tämän vuoksi he saattavat herkästi siirtää myös yrityksen 
kirjat pois Suomesta. 
xxi Miksi yhteisömme sitten pitäisi kasvaa? Miksi heimopäälliköiden johtamat kylät ovat 
hävinneet? Miksi yhtä kieltä puhuvien ihmisten pitäisi kuulua monikieliseen Euroopan 
unioniin? Vastaus on hyvin yksinkertainen: teknisen ja taloudellisen kehityksen sekä 
turvallisuuden takia.  
Miksi Nokia lähti viemään kännyköitä Eurooppaan ja Kiinaan? Siksi, ettei Suomeen 
mahdu määräänsä enempää kännyköitä. Miksi Suomi on riippuvainen Kone Oy:stä ja 
monesta muusta vientiyrityksestä? Siksi, etteivät pelkästään Suomen markkinat meitä 
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elätä. Teollisuus tekee tuotteita koko maailmaan, ja massatuotanto on saanut niin kännykät 
kuin hissitkin jokaisen ulottuville. Talouden yhteensovittaminen on vaikea tehtävä, kun 
maiden elintasoerot ovat valtavia. Paluu omavaraistalouteen ei taitaisi kuitenkaan 
tosipaikan tullen innosta [sic] kovin monia. 
xxii Kivikaudella outo ihminen oli tervetullut vieras, jonka kanssa käytiin kauppaa, 
solmittiin suhteita ja liittouduttiin. Riistaa ja tilaa oli riittävästi kaikille ja varmasti yli 
oman tarpeen.  
xxiii X:n esimerkit muinaisesta kaupankäynnistä ovat malliesimerkki oppivasta ihmisestä: 
suvaitseva käytös on palkinnut materiaalisella hyvällä. Nyky-yhteiskunnassa rasismi 
kylvää väkivaltaa, joka ajan mittaan koituisi vain vahingoksemme. 
xxiv Maahanmuuttajataustaisia suomalaisia epäinhimillistetään ja syrjitään samaan aikaan 
kun etsitään keinoja eläkeiän nostamiselle. Tärkeä keino työvoimaresurssien 
laajentamiselle olisi sivistyä pois rasismista. 
Vai onko ”maahanmuuttokriitikoiden” päämääränä nimenomaan saada suomalaiset 
raatamaan työssä hautaan asti? 
xxv Uskaltaakohan joku tosissaan väittää, etteivät Jokelan, Kauhajoen ja Hyvinkään 
ampumistapaukset kertoisi yhteiskuntamme pahoinvoinnista? Olivatko ne vain 
sattumanvaraisia yksittäistapauksia? Tai lukuisat perhesurmat, joita viime aikoina on 
nähty? Ovatko ne vain yksittäisiä perhetragedioita? 
Sama pätee rasismiin. Montako yksittäistä kertomusta pitää olla, että uskomme Suomessa 
olevan rasismia? Täytyykö olla videokuvaa vai mikä riittää? 
Valtaväestöön kuuluvien on helppo kieltää rasismin olemassaolo, kun se ei kohdistu 
heihin itseensä. Kaikesta kansamme pahoinvoinnista huolimatta minäkuvamme on 
yllättävän puhtoinen, ja rasismi ja muutkin ongelmat on helppo lakaista maton alle. 
xxvi Muutama vuosikymmen sitten Suomi oli rasismista vapaa yhteiskunta. Syynä siihen ei 
ollut kuviteltu suvaitsevaisuutemme, vaan harjoitusmahdollisuuksien puute. 
Mustalaisväestön vähättelyyn oli niin totuttu, että se tuntui suorastaan asiaan kuuluvalta. 
Harvat chileläiset ja vietnamilaiset pakolaiset toivat lähinnä kiillotusta hyväkäsmäiseen 
omakuvaamme. Maahanmuuttajien määrän kasvaessa todellinen karva paljastui nopeasti.   
xxvii Suomi on ihana maa elää, mutta monien tänne muuttaneiden kokemuksissa 
yhteiskuntana aidosti ksenofobinen. Sitä kokemusta ei pitäisi koskaan kiistää eikä 
kenenkään joutua kokemuksistaan vaikenemaan. Kritiikki on kova pala nieltäväksi 
maassa, joka on kärsinyt iäisyyden kehnosta itsetunnosta, mutta on viimein monella 
mittapuulla yksi maailman parhaista paikoista elää. 
Olisiko Suomi jo valmis ajatukselle, että meitä koskeva kritiikki on useimmiten osoitus 
rakkaudesta eikä vihasta? Se auttaisi meitä pitämään paremmin kiinni ansaitusta hyvästä 
maineestamme.  
xxviii Asiat, joista ei puhuta, ovat yleensä joko tabuja tai niitä ei ole olemassa. 
[…]  
Suomessa pehmeästä rasismista on tehty niin arkipäiväistä, ettei kukaan jaksa siitä edes 
älähtää. Vahva rasismi taas oikeutetaan vaikenemisella. Hiljaa tunnumme hyväksyvän, 
että tuokin turpaansa saava muukalainen on opetuksen tarpeessa, kun ei ole 
samannäköinen ja samanoloinen kuin kaikki muut. Eikä asia minulle edes kuulu. 
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Sitähän me vaadimme – ulkopuolisen aineksen sulautumista osaksi tätä jo ennestään 
valmista kansakuntaa, integroitumista. Ja omista asioista huolehtimista. 
Suomessa ei ole rasismia – termin harteille ei kerta kaikkiaan ole mitään, mitä kasata. 
Kaikki on aina jotain muuta. 
xxix Umayya Abu-Hannan kirjoitus (HS Sunnuntai 30.12) on provosoinut keskustelun, jota 
leimaa käsitteiden sekaannus. Rasismiksi kutsutaan epämiellyttävää ja sivistymätöntä 
käytöstä, kun se kohdistuu vähemmistöryhmään tai –ihmiseen. Valtaväestöön 
kohdistuvana sitä pidettäisiin pelkästään moukkamaisuutena. 
Rasismiksi leimautuvat myös suomalainen varautuneisuus ja etäisyyden pito. 
Maahanmuuttajalta, joka on tottunut välittömämpään kanssakäymiseen, saattaa jäädä 
huomaamatta, ettei suomalainen istu raitiovaunussa mielellään kenenkään viereen. 
xxx Haluan esittää vanhemman ihmisen näkemyksen ”rasismista. Kun olimme lapsia, 
Suomessa ei juuri ollut muun rotuisia. Ensimmäiset kosketukset heihin olivat 
olympialaiset vuonna 1952. Sana neekeri on meille neutraali sana. 
xxxi Olen yksityishenkilönä ja lääkärinä tutustunut tuhansiin suomalaisiin vanhuksiin. 
Rohkenen epäillä kuvatun tapauksen todenperäisyyttä. Missään tapauksessa totta ei ole se, 
että tavallinen suomalainen 80-vuotias käyttäytyisi tuolla tavalla. Tavallinen vanhus ei 
mistään syystä kiroa ja huuda julkisilla paikoilla saatikka että sellaisella rehentelisi. 
Uutislähetyksissä olen nähnyt murhanhimoisia räyhääjä-ämmiä, mutta ne on kuvattu 
tuhansia kilometrejä kaukaisemmissa maissa. 
Abu-Hanna tuli esittäneeksi herjan suomalaisista vanhuksista, jotka ovat ahertaneet 
kokoon tämän lottovoiton pääomaa omalla työllään ja jotka tavallisesti ovat enemmänkin 
liian vaatimattomia kuin solvaavia röyhkimyksiä. 
